
             DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
                            PARKS DIVISION 
                             County of Placer 
 

 

 

Page 1 of 21 
 
 

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Department of Public Works, Parks Division 
 
DATE: October 7, 2020 
 
SUBJECT: HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK TRAILS EXPANSION PROJECT 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT MODIFICATION (PLN19-00187) 
FINAL SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH# 2007062084) 
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS 2 AND 5 (WEYGANDT AND GUSTAFSON) 
*Continued from the September 24, 2020 Planning Commission Hearing* 
 

GENERAL PLAN / COMMUNITY PLAN AREA:  Placer County General Plan 
 
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:  Agriculture / Timberland 10-160 acre min. 
 
ZONING:  F-B-X-10 to160 (Farm, minimum lot sizes ranging from 10-160 acre min.), with existing HFRP 
consisting of O (Open Space) and F-B-X-50 acre minimum, PD = 0.2 (Planned Development with 0.2 
residential units per acre) zoning 
 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBERS:  026-020-002, 026-020-009, 026-020-011, 026-020-012, 026-020-
013, 026-061-001, 026-061-003, 026-061-007, 026-061-013-510, 026-061-051, 026-061-055, 026-061-068, 
026-061-080, 026-061-081, 026-061-082, 026-061-083, 026-072-045, 026-072-047,026-072-049, 026-
072-050, 026-072-054, 026-072-055, 026-072-056, 026-072-057, 026-072-062, 026-072-063, 026-072-
074, 026-072-075, 026-072-076, 026-072-084, 026-072-085, 026-081-001, 026-081-002, 026-081-003, 
026-081-004, 026-081-005, 026-081-006, 026-081-007, 026-081-008, 026-081-023, 026-081-040, 026-
081-044, 026-081-047, 026-081-048, 026-081-050, 026-081-052, 026-110-001, 026-110-012, 026-110-018, 
026-120-028, 026-130-041, 026-301-025, 026-301-029, 026-301-031, 026-301-036, 026-301-037, 026-310-
010, 026-310-012, 026-370-019, 026-370-040, 026-370-044, 026-370-053 and 026-370-056. 
 
STAFF PLANNER:  Lisa Carnahan, Senior Planner 
 
LOCATION:  West of Bell Road, north of Mears Drive and east of Garden Bar Road in West Placer  
 
APPLICANT:  Placer County Department of Public Works, Parks Division 
 
PROPOSAL: The Hidden Falls Regional Park (HFRP) Trails Expansion project (Project) is a proposal to 
expand the HFRP natural-surface, multi-use trail network onto approximately 2,765 additional acres of 
land connected to HFRP.  Approximately 30 miles of trails (including existing and proposed trails) within 
the expansion areas would be added to the 30+/-miles of currently open trails within the existing HFRP 
boundary. The proposed project includes 25 additional parking spaces within the existing HFRP parking 
area as well as three new parking areas spaced throughout the trails expansion area in order to enhance 
accessibility to the new areas. Other amenities such as bridges, overlooks, picnic benches and tables, 
restrooms, drinking fountains and equestrian amenities are included with the proposed project.   
 
 

HEARING DATE:   October 22, 2020 
ITEM NO.:   5 

TIME: 5:00 P.M. 
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PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS 
Public notices were mailed to over 6,000 property owners, including property owners of record within 300 
feet of the project site, and to all persons and parties that commented on the Notice of Preparation and 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Notices were sent by email to those individuals 
who had requested information through email. Staff of the Department of Public Works, the Community 
Development Resource Agency, Environmental Engineering, Environmental Health Services, Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District, Air Pollution Control District, CalFire, Sheriff’s Office, 
Agricultural Commissioner and all other responsible agencies were transmitted copies of the Notice of 
Availability of the Final SEIR for review and comment.  The Final SEIR was filed with the State 
Clearinghouse on September 4, 2020 (State Clearinghouse Number 2007062084).  Correspondence 
received subsequent to the circulation of the Final SEIR and subsequent to the writing of this staff report will 
be provided at the Planning Commission hearing. 
 
SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
The Trails Expansion Area has few roads and includes expansive undeveloped lands within the Raccoon 
Creek and Bear River watersheds. The area is characterized by blue oak woodland and oak-foothill pine 
woodland. The Proposed Trails Expansion Project Map (Attachment C) shows the boundaries of the 
Trails Expansion Area properties and the planned alignment of the proposed new trails. The land 
surrounding the Trails Expansion Area consists of rolling hills and is comprised of primarily private lands 
used for agriculture, grazing, and rural residences.  
 
Trails Expansion Area lands proposed to support the expanded trails network include the Harvego Bear 
River Preserve, Taylor Ranch, Kotomyan Preserve, and Outman Preserve all of which are owned in fee 
by the Placer Land Trust (PLT). The Liberty Ranch property is privately owned; however, the PLT holds 
a conservation easement on the property and the County has a dedicated trail easement which provides 
connection between the Taylor/Kotomyan parcels and the Outman Preserve. The County’s trail easement 
on the Liberty Ranch property is limited to a previously surveyed 15-foot-wide corridor, and the trail 
easement on Taylor Ranch was surveyed along its planned alignment and was recorded as a linear 
easement. The trail easements on the Harvego Preserve areas are “blanket” in nature and are not limited 
to a specific corridor.  
 
Taylor Ranch (321 acres) has an existing 3.5-mile loop trail that also connects to a 2.5–mile existing trail 
loop on the 160-acre Kotomyan Preserve to the west. Liberty Ranch (313 acres) is a cattle ranch currently 
under Williamson Act contract with no existing trails. The Outman Preserve (80 acres) also has no 
existing trails. Harvego Preserve (1,773 acres) has a working cattle ranch and an extensive network of 
existing dirt ranch roads and some trails built by PLT. This parcel connects to the other Trails Expansion 
Area properties via an existing trail easement. The County-owned Twilight Ride property (50 acres) is 
located adjacent to Taylor Ranch and is accessed directly off of Bell Road. It is comprised of a 10-acre 
parcel with a single-family residence and other out-buildings, and a 40-acre parcel with a small barn. The 
County-owned connectivity parcels and easement areas directly east of the HFRP abut Raccoon Creek 
and connect the existing HFRP with the Taylor Ranch parcel. The Garden Bar 40 parcel is an 
undeveloped, County-owned parcel directly off of Garden Bar Road with connecting easements to the 
existing HFRP. 
 
Existing Land Use and Zoning 
The Placer County General Plan land use designations for the Trails Expansion Area are Agriculture 10-
acre, 40-acre, and 80-acre minimum lot area and Timberland 10-acre, 40-acre, and 80-acre minimum lot 
area. Adjacent properties consist of General Plan land use designations of Rural Residential (1-10 acre 
minimums), and Agriculture/Timberland (10-80 acre minimums). The zoning district applicable to the 
Trails Expansion Area is Farm, with minimum lot sizes ranging from 10-160 acre minimums. The zoning 
for the existing HFRP is O (Open Space) and F-B-X-50 PD = 0.2 (Farm, combining minimum Building 
Site of 50 acres, combining Planned Residential Development of 0.2 dwelling units per acre).   
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Much of the Trails Expansion Area provides for multiple uses such as protection of wildlife habitat and 
scenic open space and promotion of agriculture and recreation-related uses in the County. The Taylor 
Ranch and Kotomyan Preserve contain existing trails which can be experienced by the public through 
docent-led tours by the PLT. PLT has stated in public meetings that it plans to continue cattle grazing as 
part of its long-term management strategy for the properties it owns. For the Twilight Ride property, the 
County intends to continue grazing practices consistent with the annual grazing program that is part of 
the standard vegetation management operation for the existing HFRP and other County-owned open 
space parcels in Western Placer County. 
 
BACKGROUND 
Hidden Falls Regional Park and the Trails Expansion Area are comprised of parcels that were purchased 
and/or protected via conservation easements with major funding from the Placer Legacy Open Space and 
Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer Legacy).  Placer Legacy was adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors in 2000 and implements portions of the open space, recreation and cultural resources, natural 
resources, and agricultural and forestry resources elements of the Placer County General Plan.  Specific 
implementation measures of Placer Legacy include “Preserve, through a combination of conservation 
easements and fee title acquisition, large areas of blue oak and interior live oak woodland in the upper Bear 
River and/or Racoon Creek watersheds” (Measure SG-6), and “Create a large regional park near the south 
Placer Urban area consistent with adjacent agricultural uses” (Measure LB-9).  Beginning in 2003, Placer 
County entered into eleven separate purchase or conservation easement agreements that comprise the 
parcels associated with this 3,965-acre Project (with the exception of the Kotomyan Big Hill Preserve that 
was purchased solely by the Placer Land Trust).  Each of the land transactions was publicly noticed and 
brought before the Board of Supervisors for approval.  Transaction documents and noticing included the 
public recreational intent of the properties.  These acquisitions/easements, as well as the existing and 
proposed development associated with this Project, implement the goals of Placer Legacy. 
 
In January of 2010, the Placer County Planning Commission (Commission) approved a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP No. 20090391) and certified an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2007062084) which added the property formerly known as the Spears Ranch (979 acres) to the 221-
acre portion of HFRP already open to the public.  The certified FEIR concluded all impacts associated 
with activities permitted under CUP No. 20090391 could be mitigated to less than significant levels except 
“Long-Term Changes in Visual Resources Associated with the Improvements to Garden Bar Road,” 
identified as significant and unavoidable. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 7-1: Revegetate and 
Restore All Disturbed Areas to Minimize Visual Quality Impacts, and 12-8: Protect Oak Woodland Habitat 
would reduce this impact; however, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable because no 
other screening options along Garden Bar Road were available and revegetation of the disturbed areas 
would not reduce visual impacts in the short-term. Included in the County’s Findings of Fact was a 
Statement of Overriding Consideration describing the social, economic, and recreational benefits offered 
to County residents, which were found to outweigh the impacts.  
 
Presently, the County is considering expansion of the HFRP trail network system. The project would 
increase the regional trail network and would provide new access and parking areas for the public. The 
approved Conditional Use Permit (CUP No. 20090391) would need to be modified to account for the 
expansion. 
 
OPEN SPACE AND TRAIL BENEFITS 
In 2017, the Parks Division commissioned an online survey of recreational trends and needs in Placer 
County.  The high use and desire for trails and open space was a pronounced response throughout the 
various survey questions.  There were 3,026 responses to the survey.  Asked about current participation 
in various recreation activities, top-10 results included, walking, hiking, enjoying nature, accessing 
backcountry trails, biking/mountain biking, and dog walking.  Lack of parking, lack of trail connectivity, 
and crowded trails were listed as top deterrents to using County parks, trails, and open space.  
Respondents stated that they placed a high value on the County parks, trails, and beaches because of 
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improved health, fitness, and well-being, visual “green spaces”, community economic vitality, 
encouragement of youth in the outdoors, preserved space for wildlife habitat, having natural places in the 
outdoors for exploration, controlling development and growth, retaining scenic and historic sites, land 
stewardship, and quiet enjoyment of nature.  Respondents expressed strong support for the County to 
acquire more natural areas/open space and providing more trails and recreation access in open space.  
Survey results can be viewed at:  
 
http://placerparksplan.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/PC-Parks-Trails-MP_survey170908.pdf 
 
The proposed project meets the desires identified by survey respondents. It increases accessibility and 
ease of recreation, and addresses the obstacles identified in the survey responses as deterrents to those 
activities. Specifically, the proposed project will increase trail connectivity and increase parking capacity. 
In addition, the proposed project improves the quality of life for County residents overall through improved 
fitness and well-being and retains many scenic areas within the County for the benefit of all.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION (FULL BUILD-OUT AS ANALYZED IN FINAL SEIR) 
The project is a proposal to expand the HFRP natural-surface, multi-use trail network onto approximately 
2,765 additional acres of land owned or held in conservation easements by PLT where the County holds 
trail easement rights, or onto property owned by the County or where the County owns easements.   
  
The expanded trail network would link the existing HFRP to the Bear River, creating a network of more 
than 60 miles of multi-use trails. The expanded trails network would connect Taylor Ranch to existing 
trails in HFRP via the connectivity properties purchased by the County east of HFRP (Haddad and 
Campbell properties) and easements acquired (Loudon property). Additional easements through Liberty 
Ranch and the Outman Preserve connect the Taylor Ranch and Kotomyan Preserve to future and existing 
trails and ranch roads within the Harvego Preserve. A new parking area proposed for the Twilight Ride 
property would allow public access directly off of Bell Road and would provide an intermediate parking 
area located between the existing parking area on Mears Place, and the most northerly parking area 
proposed for the Harvego Preserve. A parking area is also proposed for the County-owned Garden Bar 
40 parcel directly adjacent to Garden Bar Road. 
 
As described in the Draft SEIR, full build-out of the project would include the following components: 
 
► Expands the HFRP trails network from 30 miles to approximately 60 miles through the addition of 

existing trails and construction of new trails within the lands owned or held in conservation easements 
by the PLT, or on lands owned by Placer County, or where the County holds trail easements. 
 

► Provides three new points of access to the expanded trail network system, with parking areas 
supported by trailhead amenities, including restrooms and picnic areas. New points of parking and 
access are proposed at Harvego Bear River Preserve off Curtola Ranch Road for access to the 
northern areas of the expanded trail network, on the Twilight Ride property off of Bell Road to provide 
access midway through the Trails Expansion Area, as well as the parking area on the Garden Bar 40 
parcel for access to the western end (See Attachment C). Also changes the location of the parking 
area off of Garden Bar Road from the previously-approved area on the west side of HFRP to the 
newly acquired Garden Bar 40 parcel. 
 

► At full build-out, provides a total of 297 new automobile spaces and 68 equestrian spaces. These 
spaces would be allocated to four different parking areas, consisting of an additional 25 automobile 
overflow parking spots at the existing HFRP Mears Place entrance (bringing the total at Mears to 130 
automobile and 12 equestrian spaces), 120 automobile and 10 equestrian parking spaces at Harvego 
Bear River Preserve, 102 automobile and 38 equestrian parking spaces at Twilight Ride site, and the 
previously-approved Garden Bar area parking allowance of 50 automobile and 20 equestrian spaces.  
The Garden Bar parking area approved in 2010, which was located within the existing HFRP, would 
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be constructed in the recently-purchased Garden Bar 40 parcel, west of HFRP, and Phase 1 parking 
improvements would be divided into three sub-phases. The parking for the four parking areas would 
be phased in the following manner: 

 
Pa

rk
in

g 
A

re
a 

Ph
as

e 

 A
ut

o 
Pa

rk
in

g 
Sp

ac
es

 A
dd

ed
 

Eq
ue

st
ria

n 
 

Pa
rk

in
g 

Sp
ac

es
 A

dd
ed

 

Permitted Use Corresponding 
Improvements 

Garden 
Bar 40  
 

1A 30 0 • Only weekend, 
holidays, high use 
days 

• Reservation required  
• Spaces can only be 

used once/day 

• Paved parking area and 
ADA parking area 

• Improved signage on 
Garden Bar Road (GB Rd) 

• 12,000-gallon water tank 
with hydrant 

• Portable toilets 
 1B 0 0 • Public access allowed 

on daily basis 
• Reservation required 

7 days/week 
• Parking spaces can 

turn over more than 
once/day 

• Special events can 
occur, but total # 
parking spaces 
cannot exceed 30 

• Pull-outs along GB Rd 

 1C Varies 0 • Informal overflow 
areas for 200-person 
event in addition to 
30 reservation-based 
spaces.   

• Limited to 6 Special 
Events/year. 

• Special Event Use Permit 
required 

• Permanent restrooms 
• Well 

 2 20 0 • Use of existing ranch 
house area for 
educational and/or 
meeting purposes 
 

• Provide additional paved 
parking area 

• Widen GB Rd from Mt. 
Pleasant Road to entrance 
to 18 feet hard surfacing w/ 
2’ shoulders where feasible 

• Improve vertical curves on 
GB Rd 

• Signage and striping along 
GB Rd 
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 3 0 20  • Gravel equestrian parking 
area 

• Widen GB Rd to 20’ hard 
surfacing w/ 2’ shoulders 
where feasible 

• Improve horizontal curves 
on GB Rd 

Total GB 
40 

 50 20   

      
Harvego 
(Curtola 
Ranch 
Road) 

1 18 0 • Docent-led tours only, 
7 days/ week; 1 tour / 
day 

• Gravel parking w/paved 
ADA space 

• Portable toilet 

 2 0 0 • Open public use 
allowed (not restricted 
to docent-led) 

• 2-way travel allowed 
on Curtola Ranch 
Road 

• 7 days/week 
• Reservation-based 

only 7-days per week 

• Hard surfacing of Curtola 
Ranch Road (CR Rd) and 
parking area 

• Pull-outs to facilitate 
passage along CR Rd 

• Entry gate and/or Ranger 
booth 

• Exclusionary fencing and/or 
bollards and gates as 
needed along CR Rd 

 3 102  • Reservation required 
only on weekends, 
holidays and other 
peak usage days 

• Widening of CR Rd to 20 
(with exception of dam 
area) 

• Construct additional parking 
area 

• Hard surfacing of parking 
area 

• Vehicular creek crossing 
and connection to trail 
system 

• Permanent restroom and 
septic system or vault 

• Well 
• Exclusionary fencing 

around parking area 
• Helicopter landing zone 
• 12,000-gallon water tank w/ 

hydrant 
 4  10 • No changes from Ph 

3 
• Gravel equestrian parking 

area 
• Hitching posts, mounting 

blocks and watering troughs 
Total 

Harvego 
 120 10   
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Twilight 
Ride 

1 54 20 • Open public use 
allowed 7 days/week 

• Reservation required 
only on weekends, 
holidays and peak 
usage days 

• Entry gate and/or ranger 
booth 

• Entry road improvements 
• Hard surfacing of auto 

parking area and gravel 
area for equestrians 

• Hard surfacing of entry road 
• Permanent restroom 
• Well 
• Helicopter landing zone 
• 12,000 gallon water tank 

with hydrant 
• Mitigation Measure: Light 

Rescue Vehicle 
 2 48 18 • No changes from Ph 

1 
• Mitigation Measure: 

Construct left-hand turn 
lane from Bell 

Total 
Twilight 

Ride 

 102 38   

      
Mears 
Total 

1 25 0 • Same as existing 
HFRP 

• Gravel overflow parking 
area 

Full 
Build-

out 

 297 68   

 
► Constructs two additional bridges over Raccoon Creek and one major culvert crossing over a tributary 

to Raccoon Creek between the existing HFRP trail network and Taylor Ranch. 
 

► Constructs supporting facilities including restroom facilities, water wells, stream crossings, viewing 
platforms, picnic areas, benches, signage, drinking fountains, animal proof trash/recycle receptacles, 
fire suppression facilities, emergency/maintenance access roads, equestrian facilities, fencing. 
 

► Allowed uses within the County-owned portions or where the County has easements would include 
recreational uses, grazing, agriculture, nature/cultural education, organized events (i.e. cross country 
track meets, docent led tours), film & theater production, hunting and fishing (fishing according to CA 
Dept. of Fish and Wildlife Freshwater Fishing Regulations, depredation hunting by County/federal 
wildlife specialists). 

 
► Management means and methods including hours of operation, use of reservation system, operation 

of public water supply permit(s) and Transient Non-community Water System permit(s), regulatory 
compliance. 
 

► Identifies and clarifies the type and size of events (Garden Bar entrance) and facilities allowed within 
the existing HFRP and expansion area. 

 
REDUCED PROJECT (STAFF RECOMMENDATION) 
The SEIR analyzed full build-out of the Project, as well as three Alternatives, which all provided various 
versions of a smaller project. After review of the extensive public comments on this project, and upon 

7



 

Page 8 of 21 
 
 

reviewing the analysis of the Curtola Ranch Road use, the Parks Division is recommending a “Reduced 
Project”, which is a reduction beyond Alternative 2.  
 
The Final SEIR section included later in this report discusses the three Alternatives covered within the SEIR. 
For reference, Alternative 2 assumes 30 miles of proposed natural-surface trails, 2 bridge crossings over 
Raccoon Creek, and stream crossings would be constructed over time as described under the proposed 
Project. Alternative 2 would also provide 25 additional vehicle parking spaces at the existing Mears Place 
park entry, 30 automobile parking spaces at the Garden Bar entrance (along with the improvements 
associated with Phase 1A, 1B and 1C of the new Garden Bar parking area), and 54 automobile and 20 
equestrian parking spaces, along with other corresponding improvements associated with Phase 1 of 
the Twilight Ride parking area.  Alternative 2 would also include Phases 1 and 2 at the Harvego Preserve, 
which would allow for docent-led tours 7 days/week in Phase 1 and general public use of the 18 parking 
spots 7 days/week in Phase 2. 
 
The parking areas for the “Reduced Project” would consist of the following: 

 
• Garden Bar 40 – Phases 1A and 1C – 25 total permanent automobile parking spaces and a 

separate 5 space ADA parking lot for use on weekends, holidays, and peak days, and 
allowance for 6 Special Events per year  

• Mears – Existing parking plus 25 new overflow spaces 
• Twilight Ride – Phase 1 (54 auto/20 equestrian parking spaces) 
• Harvego Preserve – Only PLT docent-led tours, max 12/year as currently allowed (18 existing 

parking spaces, no new parking development or amenities associated with the parking area) 
• Trails, bridges, and other amenities outside of parking areas would remain unchanged from 

the SEIR Project Description 
 
A comparison of Alternative 2 and the Reduced Project are included in the Table below. 
 

Alternative 2 Reduced Project 
Reduces parking from full build-out by about 
60% 

Reduces parking from full build-out by about 60% 

Allows for docent-led tours on a daily basis in 
Phase 1, and general public access 7 
days/week in Phase 2 

Further limits use of parking area at Harvego Preserve 
to only what is allowed today (12 docent-led tours per 
year) 

Includes Phases 1A, 1B and 1C of Garden 
Bar 40 parking area 

Eliminates Phase 1B from the Garden Bar 40 parking 
improvements (thereby limiting access to only 
weekends, holidays and other peak use days) 

Changes to Curtola Ranch Road No changes to Curtola Ranch Road 
Eliminates the Significant and Unavoidable 
Visual Impact to Garden Bar Road 

Eliminates the Significant and Unavoidable Visual 
Impact to Garden Bar Road 

 Further lessens VMT from Alternative 2 due to the 
decreased visitation allowed through the Harvego 
Preserve parking area on Curtola Ranch Road and at 
the Garden Bar 40 parking area 

 
Access to the Harvego Preserve area by pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists originating from the 
other Trails Expansion Area designated parking areas outside of the Harvego Preserve (i.e. the Twilight 
Ride parking area) would be allowed 7-days per week, but only with a backcountry access permit 
administered by the Placer County Department of Public Works, Parks Division. The other amenities 
noted with Alternative 2 for the Garden Bar Road, Twilight Ride and Mears Place parking areas would 
remain the same.  Staff has prepared Draft Conditions of Approval to coincide with this recommendation 
from the Parks Division. 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT MODIFICATION 
The existing Conditional Use Permit (CUP No. 20090391) covers the operation and management of 
the existing HFRP, including hours of operation, permissible uses, and amenities provided. A Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) Modification is being requested to cover both the existing HFRP area and the proposed 
changes with the proposed Reduced Project (Recommended).  The amended CUP would cover the 
allowed uses in the different areas (i.e. group camping is currently allowed within a specific area of the 
existing HFRP boundary, but would not be allowed within any of the new areas and the inclusion of a 
“back country access permit” for the northern portions of the Trails Expansion area).  In addition, the CUP 
Modification would include management means and methods including hours of operation, use of 
reservation system, operation of public water supply permit(s) and Transient Non-community Water 
System permit(s), as well as regulatory compliance.  Draft Conditions of Approval for the CUP 
Modification are included as Attachment E.  
 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) COMPLIANCE  
The Final SEIR was prepared for the HFRP Trails Expansion Project pursuant to CEQA and the County’s 
Environmental Review Ordinance.  The County originally issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the 
proposed Project on January 31, 2017.  A public Scoping Meeting was held on February 21, 2017 to 
inform interested parties about the proposed project and to provide agencies and the public with an 
opportunity to provide comments on the scope and content of the SEIR. Subsequent to the release of 
the January 2017 NOP, the County approved the terms of a Purchase and Sale Agreement for the 
Twilight Ride property. A Revised NOP was therefore issued on June 4, 2018 in order to include the 
Twilight Ride property within the project description. A second Scoping Meeting was conducted on June 
14, 2018.  
 
After the close of the NOP public comment period, staff and the SEIR consultants began preparation of 
the Draft SEIR.  A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft SEIR was issued by Placer County on 
February 20, 2020 for an extended 90-day period that ended on May 20, 2020. The NOA was sent to the 
California State Clearinghouse, federal, state, and local agencies, and over 6,000 members of the public. 
The Draft SEIR was made available online at the County’s website, at the Community Development 
Resource Agency building, Auburn Library, City of Lincoln Public Library (485 Twelve Bridges Drive), and 
the County Clerk’s Office. During the public comment period, a Planning Commission meeting was held 
on May 14, 2020 to accept public comments. The County received over 500 public comment letters on 
the Draft SEIR during the public review period.   
 
On September 4, 2020 the County released the Final EIR, which includes responses to comments 
received on the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR together constitute the Final SEIR for the 
Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project. The Planning Commission will be asked to consider 
and make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on the Conditional Use Permit Modification for 
the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project, as well as the Final SEIR, Errata to the Final 
SEIR, Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation Monitoring 
Reporting Program for the Project. 
 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) 
Section 15126 of California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines requires that all aspects of a project be 
considered when evaluating its impact on the environment, including planning, acquisition, development, 
and operation.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 defines cumulative impact as “two or more individual 
effects which, when considered together, are considerable.”  Chapter 18 includes an evaluation of the 
Project’s contribution toward cumulative impacts for each environmental topic evaluated in Chapters 4 
through 16 of the Draft SEIR, as well as discussions of the Project’s significant irreversible environmental 
changes, significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided, and growth-inducing impacts. 
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The Draft SEIR determined that impacts to the environmental areas listed below are less than significant 
and no mitigation measures are required: 

• Greenhouse Gases and Energy 
• Land Use 

 
The Draft SEIR identified potentially significant Project impacts to the environmental resource areas listed 
below.  With the exception of Transportation and Circulation, which would have one impact which remains 
significant and unavoidable, these Project impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with 
implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIR.  A summary of the impacts and 
recommended mitigation measures can be found in Chapter 2, Executive Summary of the Draft SEIR.   

• Air Quality (Chapter 9, Impact 9-3) 
• Biological Resources (Chapter 12, Impacts 12-1, 12-2, 12-3, 12-4, 12-5, 12-6, 12-8 and 12-9) 
• Cultural Resources (Chapter 6, Impacts 6-1, 6-2, 6-3 and 6-4) 
• Geology, Soils and Seismicity (Chapter 5, Impacts 5-1, 5-2 and 5-3) 
• Hazardous Materials and Hazards (Chapter 14, Impacts 14-2 and 14-4) 
• Hydrology and Water Quality (Chapter 11, Impacts 11-1, 11-2, 11-3 and 11-4) 
• Noise (Chapter 10, Impact 10-3) 
• Public Services and Utilities (Chapter 13, Impacts 13-3 and 13-4) 
• Transportation and Circulation (Chapter 8, Impacts 8-4 and 8-5)  
• Wildfire (Chapter 16, Impact 16-1) 

 
Final SEIR 
County staff and the SEIR consultant reviewed all comments received on the Draft SEIR.  Comments 
were analyzed to determine if any of the commenters raised new issues that were not considered in the 
Draft SEIR analysis, or if comments revealed deficiencies in the Draft SEIR analysis that would require 
the addition of substantial new information not previously included in the Draft SEIR or that would cause 
the significance of an impact conclusion to become more severe. The majority of comments received 
were from private citizens, and focused on specific resource impacts such as traffic, wildfire and 
evacuation, land use (agriculture and land use compatibility), pubic services, requests to cancel the public 
meeting held on May 14, 2020 due to the virtual setting for the meeting, as well as non-environmental 
comments expressing an opinion about the project or its merits. 
 
Minor modifications to the Draft SEIR text were made in response to comments, as shown in Section 3.0 
of the Final SEIR.  The Revisions to the Draft SEIR text chapter presents minor corrections, additions, 
and revisions made to the Draft SEIR initiated by the Lead Agency (Placer County) based on comments 
received during the public review period by reviewing agencies and/or the public.   
 
The changes do not alter the analysis or conclusions within the Draft SEIR.  The changes represent minor 
clarifications/amplifications of the analysis contained in the Draft SEIR and do not constitute significant 
new information that, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, would trigger the need to 
recirculate portions or all of the Draft SEIR. 
 
The Final SEIR is included with this staff report (under separate cover) and must be found adequate to 
satisfy the requirements of CEQA prior to action on the proposed Reduced Project.  Recommended 
findings are included at the conclusion of this report.  CEQA recognizes and authorizes the approval of 
projects where not all adverse impacts can be fully lessened or avoided.  Two impacts remain significant 
and unavoidable under the Reduced Project.  Accordingly, a Statement of Overriding Consideration has 
been prepared (Attachment D, Exhibit C).  The Planning Commission will recommend to the Board of 
Supervisors their opinion as to whether the Final SEIR should be certified. 
 
In the Reduced Project, the following two significant and unavoidable impacts have no feasible mitigation 
to reduce the significance level:  
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• Transportation and Circulation - Conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision 

(b). The proposed Project results in an increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Since no 
threshold was established by the County at the time the Final SEIR was published, and the 
proposed Project is inconsistent with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS), the increase in VMT is considered significant. Due to the 
rural nature of the Project, the only feasible mitigation measure to reduce VMT is the parking 
reservation system which is included as a Project feature in the Project description employed 
for weekends, holidays, and other peak visitation days. Although the parking reservation 
system limits VMT and encourages carpooling, the increase in VMT remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

 
• Cumulative Impacts - Conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b) - 

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. The proposed Project will continue to generate VMT 
under cumulative plus Project conditions and since no threshold has been established by the 
County and the Project is inconsistent with the MTP/SCS, the increase in VMT is a 
cumulatively considerable impact. Due to the rural nature of the Project, the only feasible 
mitigation measure to reduce VMT is the parking reservation system which is included in the 
Project description and employed for weekends, holidays, and other peak visitation days. 
Although the parking reservation system limits VMT and encourages carpooling, the increase 
in VMT remains significant and unavoidable. 
 

Errata to Final SEIR 
An Errata to the Final SEIR (Attachment D; Exhibit E) was prepared to explain modifications to mitigation 
measures and impacts that would result if the proposed Reduced Project is approved. Namely, since the 
Reduced Project would include construction of Phase 1 only at the Twilight Ride parking area, there would 
be reduced vehicle travel to the Twilight Ride parking area that would eliminate the need for a left turn lane 
at the access to Twilight Ride (Mitigation Measure S8-5).  In addition, since the Reduced Project would not 
include roadway and parking improvements in the Curtola Ranch Road/Harvego Preserve area, the potential 
for an impact to various species, including the California Red-Legged Frog, would be reduced, and impacts 
to visual resources due to tree removal in that area would also be lowered. With respect to planned 
improvements to Garden Bar Road, the Reduced Project would eliminate Phases 2 and 3 of the Garden Bar 
parking area, which when viewed collectively with the reduced visual impact on Curtola Ranch Road, would 
reduce the significant-and-unavoidable visual impact (Impact 7-3) to a less-than-significant level.   
 
ALTERNATIVES 
The California Environmental Quality Act requires that an SEIR analyze a reasonable range of feasible 
alternatives that meet most or all Project objectives while reducing the magnitude of or avoiding one or 
more significant environmental effects of the Project. In determining what alternatives should be 
considered in the SEIR, it is important to consider the objectives of the Project, the Project’s significant 
effects, unique Project considerations, and the feasibility of proposed alternatives. 
 
The following three Project alternatives were considered in Chapter 18 of the DRAFT SEIR: 
 

Alternative 1: No Project / No Build Alternative 
The County evaluated a No Project (No Build) Alternative, which assumes that the proposed Project 
properties would remain in their current condition and would not be developed.  As described in the 
DRAFT SEIR, the Trails Expansion area has few roads and includes expansive, undeveloped lands 
characterized by blue oak woodlands and oak-foothill pine woodlands.  This Alternative would not 
meet any of the Project objectives with regards to recreation. 
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Alternative 2: Reduced Overall Access 
Alternative 2 would reduce the total number of new automobile parking spaces to 127 and the 
equestrian parking spaces to 20, versus 297 automobile and 68 equestrian spaces proposed at full 
buildout; this equates to about a 60 percent reduction in total parking spaces from full build-out of the 
project. Alternative 2 would not implement full buildout of the parking area, trailhead amenities and 
sanitation improvements planned for the entrances at Garden Bar Road, Harvego Preserve, and 
Twilight Ride. Instead, it would include the construction of only certain phases of each parking area. 
Alternative 2 assumes 30 miles of proposed natural-surface trails, 2 bridge crossings over Raccoon 
Creek, and stream crossings would be constructed over time as described under the proposed 
Project. Alternative 2 would also provide 25 additional vehicle parking spaces at the existing Mears 
Place park entry, 30 automobile parking spaces at the Garden Bar entrance (along with the 
improvements associated with Phase 1A, 1B, and 1C of the new Garden Bar parking area), 18 
automobile parking spaces at the Harvego Preserve parking area (in addition to other Phase 1 and 2 
improvements), and 54 automobile and 20 equestrian parking spaces, along with other corresponding 
improvements associated with Phase 1 of the Twilight Ride parking area. This Alternative would 
potentially reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with VMT but not to a less than 
significant level. The significant unavoidable impact to visual resources created by the Garden Bar 
Road improvements would be eliminated.  
 
While Alternative 2 would eliminate the Significant and Unavoidable impact with regard to Visual 
Resources, and would reduce the other Significant and Unavoidable Project impacts, Alternative 2 
would not provide the same level of benefit to the community offered by the Project because it 
substantially reduces the number of people that can visit the Trails Expansion area and reduces the 
number of water tanks and helipads for use in fighting wildfires. Also, Alternative 2 would not provide 
any equestrian facilities at either the Garden Bar or Harvego Preserve entrances, and no permanent 
restroom would be provided at the Harvego Preserve.   
 
Alternative 3: Reduced Access – Garden Bar Road Only 
Alternative 3 would construct all the Project improvements except at the Garden Bar Road entrance, 
where only Phase 1A, Phase 1B, and Phase 1C of the improvements would take place. Alternative 3 
would reduce the parking count at this entrance by 40 spaces, as it would eliminate Phases 2 and 3. 
Under Alternative 3, improvements include 30 miles of new native-surface trail system, two bridges 
crossing Raccoon Creek, access roads, parking lots accommodating a combined total of 325 new 
spaces (277 automobile and 48 equestrian trailer spaces), and three new trailheads accessing the 
trail system (supported with amenities such as picnic benches and tables, restrooms, and potable 
water). All phases of the proposed Twilight Ride and Harvego Preserve trailheads as well as the 
additional 25 parking spaces at the Mears Place entrance would be allowed. Access would remain 
controlled by the reservation system 7 days a week at the Garden Bar Road entrance. 

 
While Alternative 3 would eliminate the Significant and Unavoidable impact with regard to Visual 
Resources, and would minimally reduce the other Significant and Unavoidable Project impacts, 
Alternative 3 would not provide the same level of benefit to the community offered by the Project because 
it reduces the number of parking spaces at the Garden Bar entrance and would not provide any 
equestrian facilities at the Garden Bar entrance. 
  

Environmentally Superior Alternative 
CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative be identified. Generally, the environmentally 
superior alternative is the alternative that would cause the least damage to the biological and physical 
environment.  Since implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in fewer adverse 
environmental effects than would occur under the proposed Project and other alternatives, Alternative 1 
- No Project/No Build would be considered the environmentally superior alternative.  However, the No 
Project Alternative would not achieve any of the Project objectives.   
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As required by CEQA, when the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the 
environmentally superior alternative among the other ones must be identified.  Both the Reduced Overall 
Access (Alternative 2) and the Reduced Access – Garden Bar Road Only (Alternative 3) would result in 
fewer impacts than the proposed Project.  However Alternative 2, which reduces the overall number of 
proposed parking spaces by about 60%, has less impacts than Alternative 3, which reduces the overall 
number of proposed parking spaces by about 10%.  
 
Because fewer vehicle trips would be generated by the Reduced Overall Access Alternative, the intensity 
of traffic-related impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed Project, but the impact due to an 
increase in the Vehicle Miles Traveled would remain Significant and Unavoidable. 
 
As can be seen in the comparison table below, Alternative 2 has less severity of impacts in eight 
environmental categories when compared to Alternative 3. Therefore, Alternative 2, the Reduced Overall 
Access, would be considered the environmentally superior alternative to the proposed Project. 

 
Comparison of Environmental Impacts for Project Alternatives 

 

Environmental Topic No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative 2 
Reduced Overall 

Access 

Alternative 3 
Reduced Access: 
Only Garden Bar 

Road 
Land Use and Agricultural Resources None Similar Similar 
Biological Resources None Less Less 
Cultural Resources and Tribal 
Cultural Resources None Less Slightly Less 

Visual Resources None Significantly Less Significantly Less 
Transportation and Circulation None Slightly Less Slightly Less 
Air Quality None Less Slightly Less 
Noise None Less Slightly Less 
Soils, Geology, Seismicity and 
Mineral Resources None Less Slightly Less 

Hydrology and Water Quality None Less  Slightly Less 
Public Services and Utilities None Less Slightly Less 
Hazardous Materials and Hazards None Slightly Less Slightly Less 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions None Less Slightly Less 
Wildfire None Less Slightly Less 

Total Slightly Less:  2 10 
Total Less:  9 1 

Total Significantly Less:  1 1 
Total Greater: 0 0 0 
Total Similar: 0 1 1 

Note:  No Impact = “None;” Slightly Less than Proposed Project = “Slightly Less”; Less than Proposed Project 
= “Less;” Significantly Less than Proposed Project = “Significantly Less”; Similar to Proposed Project = 
“Similar;” and Greater than Proposed Project = “Greater.” 

* Significant and Unavoidable Traffic impacts due to an increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled determined for the 
proposed Project would still be expected to occur under Alternatives 2 and 3. 

 
DISCUSSION OF ISSUES 
General Plan Consistency 
Prior to approval, the decision-making body must make the determination that the Trails Expansion 
Project is consistent with the goals and policies listed within the Placer County General Plan (General 
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Plan). A project need not be fully consistent with every individual goal and policy but must be found to be 
consistent with all of the principal policies and goals of the General Plan. The Reduced Project would be 
consistent with the applicable policies and goals of the Placer County General Plan.  A discussion of the 
primary goals and policies related to recreational facilities is included below:  
 

• Goal 5.A: To develop and maintain a system of conveniently located, properly-designed parks 
and recreational facilities to serve the needs of present and future residents, employees, and 
visitors.  
 
The need for more multi-use trails has been a constant theme from the residents within Placer 
County, as heard through MAC meetings, user group meetings, and from the countywide survey 
conducted through the Draft Parks and Trails Master Plan process. The proposed Reduced 
Project would provide the general public with 30 miles of additional trails, accompanied with three 
new access points for the different areas of the trail system.  
 

• Policy 5.A.11. Regional and local recreation facilities should reflect the character of the area and 
the existing and anticipated demand for such facilities. 
 
The proposed Reduced Project would provide approximately 2,765 acres of permanently 
protected open space land, complete with oak woodlands and riparian areas, that together would 
maintain the natural character of the area in perpetuity. Cattle grazing would remain within these 
areas, and would continue the agricultural history of the area, as well as provide a meaningful 
way to manage vegetation growth.  The types of uses proposed for the natural-surface trails 
(hiking, biking and horse-back riding), along with rustic quality of amenities proposed would be 
similar to those existing within HFRP and would reflect the rural character of the area.  The 30 
miles of trails, added to what has been developed with HFRP, would help meet the existing and 
anticipated demand for these types of facilities.   
 

•     Policy 5.A.12. The County shall encourage recreational development that complements the natural 
features of the area, including the topography, waterways, vegetation, and soil characteristics. 

  The proposed Reduced Project would carefully weave natural-surface trails throughout the 2,765 
acres of studded oak woodlands and riparian areas and would provide vista viewpoints which 
highlight the beauty of the surrounding area. 

 
•     Policy 5.C.1. The County shall support development of a countywide trail system designed to 

achieve the following objectives: 
 
c.  Provide access to recreation areas, major waterways, and vista points.  The proposed Reduced 

Project would provide access to two different watersheds that include Raccoon Creek and the 
Bear River and would provide multiple vista points with views of the Sierra Nevada Mountains 
and surrounding foothill beauty. 

 
d.  Provide for multiple uses (i.e., pedestrian, equestrian, bicycle).  Multi-use, natural-surface trails 

are proposed with this Project. 
 
h.  Protect sensitive open space and natural resources.  The lands within the proposed Reduced 

Project owned by the Placer Land Trust are permanently protected under Conservation 
Easements. All proposed trails would be constructed to preserve and respect natural and cultural 
resources. 

 
A further discussion of other General Plan goals and policies is included as Attachment F. 
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Agriculture 
There has been a concern from the local community that this project would change the zoning of the 
project site. According to the County’s Zoning Ordinance, which governs land uses within Placer County, 
Farm zoning allows for recreation uses including parks and rural recreation (with approval of a use 
permit), so no change to the zoning is required as a condition of this Project. Several comments raised 
concerns that the proposed Project would conflict with the parcels under Williamson Act contracts. The 
Project would support rural recreation uses, which are compatible with activities on land under a 
Williamson Act contract. 
 
Other commenters expressed concerns about perceived conflicts with existing cattle grazing on the 
expansion properties. PLT has stated their intent to continue cattle grazing on the properties they own 
as a part of their land management plan, and will coordinate with the County and owners of grazing 
leases on effective management tools to integrate public use of the areas with cattle grazing. Until 2013, 
when the cattle grazing lease ran out at the existing Hidden Falls park, there had been active cattle 
grazing on the land. The County Parks Division is working to re-establish a cattle grazing contract for the 
HFRP, utilizing pertinent experience from similar organizations like the East Bay Regional Park system, 
which has effectively managed rural recreation and cattle grazing operations for many years. Grazing 
leases will be structured to anticipate public access as well as the habitat/fuels reduction goals of the 
County so that prospective grazers can base their proposals and pricing accordingly.  Currently, annual 
goat grazing is conducted in order to maintain the 120 acres of shaded fuel breaks and buffer zones 
around the parking area at Mears Place. The County initiated goat/sheep grazing on the Twilight Ride 
property beginning in August of 2020. With the continuation of cattle grazing planned for the majority of 
the expansion area, the proposed project was found to be consistent with existing and adjacent land uses 
and the agricultural culture of the immediate area. 
 
Wildfire and Evacuation 
Overall, the Project will improve access to the Project area by constructing new emergency/maintenance 
roadways, trails, and bridge crossings over Raccoon Creek where they do not presently exist. With 
inclusion of the Project improvements (additional helicopter landing zones, water tanks, and emergency 
access roads and bridges, as well as a proportional increase in ranger staff to attend to minor medical 
service calls proposed as part of the Project description), as well as the addition of Mitigation Measure 
S13-1 to provide a new Light Rescue Vehicle (LRV), emergency responders will have better access to 
the Trail Expansion areas than is available today. 
 
The Light Rescue Vehicle would be purchased for Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE to assist 
with medical calls not only within HFRP and the Trail Expansion areas, but also within the greater North 
Auburn/Ophir areas served by the Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE, and therefore would be a 
benefit to the local community. Additionally, the County’s contracted ranger services would be 
proportionately increased with the increase in the trails network in order to assist with minor emergency 
service calls that do not require the attention of trained Emergency Medical Services staff. 
 
Beginning July 1, 2020, the County began a new program to close the existing HFRP to public access 
during specific days of extreme fire weather during the dry season of the year (Closure Program). Criteria 
for the closures will generally follow the issuance of notifications for “red-flag” and “excessive heat” 
warnings by the National Weather Service (NWS). Since beginning this new program in July, the County 
has closed HFRP for several days at a time on three separate occasions.  While closures will generally 
be consistent with red flag and excessive heat days, County staff will have discretion over final closure 
determination in consultation with CAL FIRE/Placer County Fire personnel. An example of an instance 
where discretion may be exercised aside from NWS warnings would be the determination to extend a 
closure past a duration of red flag days in a case where firefighting resources are stretched in response 
to ongoing regional fires. The County intends to operate this Closure Program in both the existing HFRP 
and the HFRP Trails Expansion Area as a standard part of Parks’ operations.  
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Many commenters expressed concerns regarding evacuations if there is a wildfire. Due to the size of the 
proposed Project and the variability in nature and movement of potential fire events, it is impractical to 
produce an evacuation plan that identifies specific gathering spots or prescriptions for egress. Rather, 
CAL FIRE/Placer County Fire Department has stated that incident commanders evaluate each event and 
determine evacuation routes given the characteristics of fire spread in that instance. With that said, the 
County has included a Draft map of emergency egress routes for the HFRP Trails Expansion Project 
area with the Final SEIR. The existing and proposed parking areas each have multiple egress options in 
emergency situations. Egress routes include service roads within the existing HFRP and HFRP Trails 
Expansion properties, and ranch roads that cross private property to reach the public road system. It is 
important to note that routes across private property and the interior of the County Properties would only 
be identified for emergency use and not allowed for general public access. There are also gated access 
points along the perimeter of the existing HFRP and Trails Expansion properties that can be used in an 
emergency to allow neighbors to evacuate through the service road systems within the existing HFRP 
and Trails Expansion properties. The County works with first responders to ensure each responding 
agency is provided with keyed access through each gate at the existing HFRP and will ensure the same 
provision of keyed access in the expansion areas. 
 
As a result of catastrophic fires which occurred in California a few years ago, homeowners’ insurance 
policies have seen rate increases and/or cancelations throughout foothill communities since 2018.  While 
the current setting of property insurance is a significant concern of property owners and local government 
agencies throughout the foothills, the County has not received any information suggesting proximity to 
public recreation areas is included in the actuarial criteria used by any insurance company in their 
determination of continuing policy coverage or premium calculations.  Although staff has not been able 
to canvas all insurance companies offering policies in California, the result of discussions with CAL 
FIRE/Placer County Fire Department officials and major insurance carriers has indicated that adjacent 
recreational land use is not one of the criteria used by insurance companies in determining homeowners’ 
insurance eligibility or rates. Rather, the fire rating of a parcel is related to the type of terrain and the 
slope.  
 
Traffic 
Comments were received suggesting that the Draft SEIR’s methods for addressing safety on study area 
roadways did not fully account for physical factors and for the experience of residents living along these 
roads.  Other comments asked for additional information regarding the collision history for automobiles 
and for bicyclists. 
 
The Draft SEIR evaluated the potential of the full build-out of the Project to impact safety on study area 
roadways based on consideration of each facility’s recent collision history. This is the standard approach 
taken for CEQA impact analysis for projects in Placer County. Placer County maintains many miles of 
rural roadways constructed at various times to varying improvement standards. As stated in the Draft 
SEIR on page 8-9, it is recognized that traffic and roadway engineering design standards and guidelines 
have evolved over many years; therefore, many roadways that do not display any safety deficiencies no 
longer meet the current standards simply due to the passage of time since their construction. Instead, 
traffic collision data is utilized to determine when roadways are in need of safety improvements. Placer 
County has a robust Traffic Accident Analysis System (TAAS) in which reported traffic collision data is 
collected and reviewed on an annual basis. The Draft SEIR identified Cramer Road as a location where 
significant safety impacts could occur based on this metric. While Cramer Road was above the statewide 
average for collisions from 2014 through 2016 (3 reported accidents within that 3-year period), the recent 
collision rates note that there were no reported collisions on Cramer Road from 2017 through 2019. 
 
Other comments requested further consideration of bicycle safety.  Placer County staff reviewed TAAS 
results to identify collisions that had involved bicycles.  No reported collisions involving bicycles were 
found on the roadways addressed in the traffic analysis for the period January 2014 to December 2019. 
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Quality of Life 
Several commenters noted that the proposed project could increase the potential for crime, vandalism, 
trespassing, theft and litter in the vicinity of the project. Implementation of the proposed Project would 
increase the number of visitors to the existing HFRP as well as the Trails Expansion areas but would 
disperse the visitor parking among the existing parking lot on Mears Place and the two new parking areas. 
The Placer County Sheriff’s Office would provide service to the proposed Trails Expansion area parking 
and trailhead areas, and the California Highway Patrol (CHP) would provide patrol of the roadways in the 
vicinity. 
 
Rangers, contracted to the Placer County Parks Division, patrol roadways in the vicinity of the existing 
HFRP entry and address illegal parking through direct contact of motorists or reporting to the CHP for 
citation.  Illegal parking on public roads and trespassing on nearby private roads has substantially 
decreased since 2017.  Regular patrolling and reporting by rangers are recognized as effective deterrents 
to avoid resurgence in illegal parking and trespassing and will remain a management priority for the 
County both at the existing HFRP entry and the vicinity of the Trails Expansion areas. 
County staff and the rangers provide education of the rules to visitors and issue notices of violation. When 
staff or rangers encounter violations that require enforcement, they use handheld radios to access the 
public safety radio network or cell phones to contact the Sheriff and CHP. A potential full-time caretaker 
on the existing HFRP grounds is currently allowed under the Conditional Use Permit, and the Twilight 
Ride property may also have a caretaker in the future. This current and potential oversight would serve 
as a deterrent to possible criminal behavior. Additionally, the number of visitors allowed is restricted 
based upon the number of parking spaces, and is limited on high-volume days through use of the 
reservation system, so the County has the ability to regulate the number of visitors that use the site on a 
daily basis. Gates at each of the proposed entrances would be closed and locked on a nightly basis, and 
nighttime access to proposed trailheads and parking lots would not be allowed. Safety and security 
lighting in the parking areas and around buildings would be provided, as needed. Rangers currently 
ensure, and would continue to ensure, all visitor vehicles have left the parking areas each evening prior 
to locking the gate. The County would continue to use and expand available patrol and enforcement 
methods as parking areas within the Trails Expansion area are constructed and additional trail access 
expands. 
 
The County would contract to expand a solid waste disposal service to include the proposed Project 
areas. Solid waste disposal would be provided on a weekly or more frequent basis as needed. Solid 
waste would be stored on-site in enclosed bear-proof trash receptacles until the waste can be hauled off-
site to the nearest waste disposal facility. In addition, Ranger services provided by the County include 
localized litter pick up in areas of concentrated visitor use.  
 
PUBLIC OUTREACH 
Stakeholder Outreach 
In order to reach as many people in the surrounding area of the proposed Project as possible, the County 
went above and beyond the County’s normal noticing procedure and provided noticing to over 6,000 
property owners in the vicinity of the Project in 2017 and 2018.  There were two public scoping meetings 
(in 2017 and 2018) which were both heavily attended by local residents, as evidenced by the scoping 
meeting attendance sheets and speaker sheets. The Project has been discussed in over 40 public 
meetings since late 2016 (including scoping meetings, Municipal Advisory Council meetings throughout 
western Placer County, Parks Commission, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, and other 
community groups upon request (such as the Greater Auburn Area Fire Safe Council and Agricultural 
Commission).  Notices have been posted on the County web site, and multiple press releases and stories 
by local media outlets have been broadcast about the Project. 
 
Additionally, the County Parks Division offered to meet with any local residents who wished to discuss 
the proposed Project.  Parks staff met on three separate occasions with adjacent residents to proposed 
parking areas as well as members of the homeowners’ associations of Auburn Valley and County Club 
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Estates. In February of 2019, the County invited members of the Protect Rural Placer group to participate 
in a site visit to the Santa Clara Open Space Authority’s Sierra Vista Open Space Preserve to learn how 
the East Bay area has successfully integrated public use of trails with on-going cattle operations. 
Additionally, the County met specifically with the Protect Rural Placer group and Supervisor Gore on May 
28, 2019 to address the groups’ questions and concerns. The Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIR 
was sent out to over 6,000 homeowners. Over 500 comments were received during the public comment 
period which included numerous comments from local residents and members of the Protect Rural Placer 
group. A Notice of Availability for the Final SEIR was again sent out to over 6,000 homeowners in the 
area. 
 
Municipal Advisory Councils (MACs) 
The proposed Trails Expansion project was presented as an informational item by Parks Division staff to 
the Rural Lincoln MAC on February 27, 2017 and to the North Auburn MAC on April 11, 2017 and 
September 11, 2018.  State and countywide guidelines for public meetings in effect at the time of Final 
SEIR publication have affected the process for review of the Project. Due to the cancelations of MAC 
meetings during the current COVID-19 pandemic, the item will not be presented to the Rural Lincoln or 
North Auburn MAC for a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Greater Auburn Area Fire Safe Council  
On May 15, 2020, the Parks Administrator discussed with the Fire Safe Council the existing and ongoing 
fire mitigation efforts as well as various additional fire mitigation procedures that are a part of the existing 
HFRP fire management protocol. HFRP currently provides three helicopter landing zones, a hydrant 
system attached to a 12,000-gallon emergency water storage system, three bridges and emergency 
access roads which provide emergency vehicle access to the far reaches of the park, 120 acres of 
annually-maintained shaded fuel breaks and annual vegetation management of the entire park, using 
both goat/sheep grazing and mechanical means.  In consultation with the Placer County Fire 
Department/CAL FIRE, the Parks Division has also implemented park closures during days of extreme 
fire danger.  HFRP was closed twice since July during the recent red-flag warning and excessive heat 
periods. The proposed Reduced Project would implement the same fire mitigation protocols.  In a letter 
dated May 19, 2020, the Fire Safe Council stated support of the mitigation efforts outlined in Chapter 16 
of the Draft SEIR and recommended three additional mitigation measures they would like to see added 
to the project: funding for on-going grazing, park closure on extreme fire weather days, and on-going 
funding for fuels reduction.   
 
Agricultural Commission / Placer Farm Bureau 
On April 8, 2019, the Parks Administrator gave an informational presentation to the Agricultural 
Commission and on June 4, 2019 presented to the Placer Farm Bureau.  Comments from the groups 
included concerns that cattle grazing within the expansion area would be discontinued once recreational 
uses began.  PLT attended the meetings and reiterated that they fully intend to continue cattle-grazing 
leases if the Project is approved.  Cattle grazing is an integral part of PLT’s vegetation management 
program for the various properties they own within the Trails Expansion area. PLT and the County have 
and will continue to meet with professionals from various open-space areas within the Bay Area which 
have successfully integrated cattle ranching and public use of multi-use trails for many years. Lessons 
learned from entities such as the Santa Clara Open Space Authority and the East Bay Regional Park 
District will be incorporated into grazing and management plans for the expansion areas. 
 
Parks Commission 
This Project was presented as an informational item to the Parks Commission on September 20, 2018 
and was brought back to the Parks Commission for a formal recommendation on September 17, 2020. 
After the Parks Administrator’s presentation on the staff-recommended Reduced Project, public comment 
continued for approximately two hours.  Comments both for and against the project were heard.  
Concerns centered mostly around wildfire and evacuation, traffic safety, agriculture and the economics 
of the project.  Proponents noted the need for additional outdoor opportunities and cited the benefits to 
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the existing and future populations, especially in light of the current COVID-19 pandemic. After reviewing 
the Draft and Final SEIR as well as the staff report and listening to the presentation and the comments 
from the public, the Parks Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of the Reduced 
Project to the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Planning Commission Hearing 
The September 24, 2020 Planning Commission hearing was continued to the October 22, 2020 date in 
order to allow the Commissioners and the public additional time to review the Final SEIR and the 
proposed Reduced Project.  A Town Hall Forum was scheduled for the interim period to provide an 
additional opportunity for community members to ask questions and provide comment on the Reduced 
Project. 
 
Town Hall Forum 
A Town Hall Forum was conducted on October 6, 2020, from 5:30 PM to 9:00 PM. A short presentation 
on the staff-recommended Reduced Project was given, followed by a three-hour question and answer 
session.  Staff experts representing Parks, the Department of Public Works, and CAL FIRE/Placer County 
Fire were present to answer questions from the public.  Questions and comments were received from 
the public either in person, or via Zoom.  Approximately 45 people either provided comments or asked 
questions.  Commenters expressed concerns regarding traffic and road safety, use of Garden Bar Road, 
wildfire and evacuation, changes to the quality of life, loss of revenue to local ranchers, how to monitor 
people utilizing the back country area, costs of construction and operation/maintenance, perceived lack 
of public involvement in the process,  trespassing, and potential conflicts with the Williamson Act 
contracts.  Proponents for the project, who were representing groups such as Placer Trails and the 
Loomis Basin Horseman’s Association as well as private individuals, noted that fires are not generally 
started by trail users (there have been no visitor-started wildfires at the existing HFRP since it opened in 
2006), that the Parks Division has employed multiple management tools to lessen fire risk (i.e. shaded 
fuel breaks, increased access to the area by fire personnel, instituted park closures on red flag days), 
mentioned how roads throughout the state where equestrians travel are typically narrow and windy, noted 
how the Placer Land Trust held properties within the Trails Expansion area were always planned for 
public use and stated that as a Regional Park, the HFRP and Trails Expansion area would provide 
recreation for residents of Placer County as well as visitors from other areas, just as Placer County 
residents enjoy parks in other areas of the State and country. 
 
SUMMARY 
After review of the public comments on this Project, and the characteristics and costs of improving Curtola 
Ranch Road, the Parks Division is recommending the Project’s Conditional Use Permit Modification only 
authorize a subset of improvements included in SEIR Alternative 2. The difference in the recommended 
Reduced Project and Alternative 2 is that the Reduced Project would limit use of the Harvego Preserve 
parking area to 12 docent-led tours per year, as is currently allowed within the agreement between the owner 
and the PLT, and therefore would greatly reduce the number of trips proposed on Curtola Ranch Road from 
that proposed with Alternative 2.  The Recommended Project would also reduce the traffic to the Garden 
Bar 40 parking area from that allowed with Alternative 2, as the recommended Reduced Project would only 
allow parking in that area on weekends, holidays, and other peak usage days.  Both of the reductions in 
traffic would reduce the total overall amount of VMT from Alternative 2.  As such, it would be considered 
environmentally superior to Alternative 2.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Development Review Committee recommends the Planning Commission forward a recommendation 
to the Board of Supervisors for approval of the following: 
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1) Adopt a resolution to certify the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2007062084) 
prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and adopt the Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program supported by 
the findings set forth in said resolution and attachments (Attachment D, Exhibit C) and the following 
statements: 
a. The Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project Final Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report has been prepared as required by law and in accordance with all requirements of CEQA 
and the CEQA Guidelines and the document as adopted reflects the independent judgment and 
analysis of Placer County, which has exercised overall control and direction of the preparation of 
the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. 

b. The custodian of records for the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project Final 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report is the Placer County Planning Director, 3091 County 
Center Drive, Suite 140, Auburn, CA  95603. 

 
2) Approve the Conditional Use Permit Modification for the Hidden Falls Regional Park and Trails 

Expansion Area Project (“Reduced Project”), subject to the recommended conditions of approval 
(Attachment E), and supported by the following findings: 
a. The proposed Reduced Project is consistent with all applicable provisions of the Placer County 

Zoning Ordinance. Parks and Rural Recreation uses are allowed within the Farm zone district 
pursuant to approval of a use permit.  

b. The proposed Reduced Project is consistent with objectives, policies, general land uses and 
programs as specified in the Placer County General Plan.  These include consistency with goals 
and policies relating to land use and recreation, soils and geology, cultural and tribal resources, 
visual resources, transportation and circulation issues, air quality, noise, hydrology and water 
quality, biological resources, public services, hazardous materials and hazards, greenhouse gases 
and wildfire  

c. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the Reduced Project will not be detrimental to the 
health, safety, peace, comfort and general welfare of people residing or working in the 
neighborhood of the proposed use, and will not be detrimental or injurious to property or 
improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County. The proposed 
recreational land use is an allowed use with the Farm zoning. The proposed Reduced Project 
includes Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval to ensure the impact of noise, wildfire 
and traffic are reduced to the greatest extent feasible. Cattle grazing will continue to occur, 
providing an on-going connection with the agricultural character and history of the immediate area. 
In addition, the Reduced Project will provide easier access and use of open space and trails within 
the County, which in turn, results in health and welfare benefits to County residents.    

c. The design of the project is consistent and compatible with the character of the immediate 
neighborhood and will not be contrary to its orderly development. The proposed Reduced Project 
is comprised of land which will be maintained as natural, open space areas in perpetuity.  
Construction of project amenities such as bridges, restrooms, picnic tables, benches and overlooks 
would be in remote locations and would be constructed to blend in with the character of the area.  

d. The proposed use will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the capacity of roads providing 
access to the use, consistent with the applicable requirements of the Placer County General Plan. 
According to the traffic analysis contained within the SEIR, the local roadways would be able to 
accommodate the anticipated traffic resulting from the proposed Reduced Project. 

e. The proposed Reduced Project is consistent with the following objective outlined in the Placer 
Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Preservation Program: 
i. Conserve natural features necessary for access to a variety of outdoor recreation 

opportunities 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
      
Lisa Carnahan, Senior Planner 
Department of Public Works, Parks Division 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A –  Mailer Notification Area Map 
Attachment B –  Project Vicinity Map 
Attachment C –  Proposed Trail Expansion Project Map 
Attachment D –  Proposed Resolution to certify the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  

(SCH# 2007062084)  
Exhibit A:  Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover)  
Exhibit B:  Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover) 
Exhibit C:  Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
Exhibit D:  Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program 
Exhibit E:  Errata to Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

Attachment E –  Recommended Conditions of Approval  
Attachment F –  Placer County General Plan Goals and Policies Discussion 
Attachment G – Correspondence 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: Ken Grehm – Director of Public Works 
 Mark Rideout – Deputy Director of Public Works 
 Andy Fisher – Parks Administrator 
 Steve Pedretti – CDRA Director 
 EJ Ivaldi – Planning Director 
 Clayton Cook – County Counsel 
 Margaret Tides – County Counsel 
 Josh Huntsinger – Agricultural Commissioner  
 Leigh Chavez – Environmental Coordination 
 Nikki Streegan – Planning 
 Amber Conboy – Public Works 
 Katie Jackson – Public Works 
 Brian Skehan – Placer County Fire Department / CAL FIRE 
 Jim Hudson – Placer County Fire Department / CAL FIRE 
 Phil Frantz – Engineering and Surveying Division 
 Angel Green – CDRA/Air Quality 
 Joey Scarbrough – Environmental Health Services  
 Huey Nham – Environmental Engineering 
 Brad Brewer – Flood Control 
 Young Rodriquez – Emergency Services Coordinator  
 Steve Leach – AECOM 
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AECOM Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Subsequent DEIR 
Project Description 3-2 

Source: AECOM 2019 

Exhibit 3-1. Regional Location Map 

Attachment B
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Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Subsequent DEIR AECOM 
3-3 Project Description 

Source: AECOM 2019 

Exhibit 3-2.  

Attachment C
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Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of California 

          Resolution No.: ____________ 

        

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer at a regular 

meeting held on __                           _, 2020, by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

  _______________________________ 
     Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Attest: 

_______________________ 
Clerk of said Board 

WHEREAS, the County of Placer (“County”) acting as lead agency pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.) (“CEQA”) prepared a 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“SEIR”) for the “HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK TRAILS 
EXPANSION PROJECT” (SCH# 2007062084)(Project); and  

WHEREAS, for purposes of the County acting as lead agency pursuant to CEQA, the SEIR analyzed the 
following: 

1. A proposal to expand the HFRP natural-surface, multi-use trail network onto approximately 2,765
additional acres of land connected to HFRP.  Approximately 30 miles of trails (including existing

In the matter of:  A RESOLUTION CERTIFYING THE 
FINAL SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THE HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK 
TRAILS EXPANSION PROJECT; ADOPTING FINDINGS 
OF FACT AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS; AND A MITIGATION MONITORING 
AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

Attachment D
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and proposed trails) within the expansion areas would be added to the 30+/-miles of currently open 
trails within the existing HFRP boundary. The proposed project includes 25 additional parking 
spaces within the existing HFRP parking area as well as three new parking areas spaced 
throughout the trails expansion area in order to enhance accessibility to the new areas. Other 
amenities such as bridges, overlooks, picnic benches and tables, restrooms, drinking fountains 
and equestrian amenities are included with the proposed project.  

  
(Hereinafter collectively referred to as “Project” or “Project Approvals”). 
 

WHEREAS, the Project Approvals constitute a “Project” for purposes of CEQA and CEQA Guidelines 
section 15378 and these determinations of the Placer County Board of Supervisors (“Board”); and  
 
WHEREAS, a notice of preparation for the Project was issued on January 30, 2017 with a review period 
from January 31, 2017 through March 1, 2017 and a revised notice of preparation was issued on June 4, 
2018, with a review period from June 5, 2018 through July 6, 2018; and  
 
WHEREAS, on February 20, 2020, the County released the Draft SEIR that was prepared for the Project 
under the direction of the County; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Draft SEIR was made available for public comment in accordance with CEQA for a 90-
day period from February 20, 2020 through May 20, 2020; and   
 
WHEREAS, the County received written and oral comments on the Draft SEIR, in response to which the 
County prepared and released a Final SEIR on September 4, 2020; and 
 
WHEREAS, the County as lead agency under CEQA brought forward the Final SEIR to the County 
Planning Commission for consideration at a duly noticed public hearing on September 24, 2020, during 
which hearing the Planning Commission considered the Final SEIR and written and oral testimony on the 
same; and 
 
WHEREAS, on September 24, 2020 the Planning Commission considered the findings included in the 
staff report and recommended certification of the Final SEIR, together with a recommendation of adoption 
of the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations and the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan; and 
 
WHEREAS, the County as lead agency under CEQA gave full and legal notice of a public hearing to 
consider and act upon the Project Approvals and the Final SEIR, which was held on ___________[date]; 
and  
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has duly considered the Final SEIR for the Project, which consists 
of the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR,  the appendices and references thereto, the comments of the 
public, both oral and written, and all written materials in the administrative record connected therewith; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board has duly considered the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan and the findings prepared for 
certification of the Final SEIR. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer: 
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(1)  The Final SEIR (Exhibits A through D) has been prepared in accordance with all requirements 
of CEQA and the Guidelines. 

(2)  The Final SEIR was presented to and reviewed by the Board.  The Final SEIR was prepared 
under supervision by the County and reflects the independent judgment of the County.  The Board bases 
its findings on such review and other substantial evidence in the record. 

(3)  The Board hereby certifies the Final SEIR as complete, adequate and in full compliance with 
CEQA and considers such certification as a basis for considering and acting upon the Project Approvals 
and exercising its independent judgment. 

(4)  The Clerk of the Board is the custodian of record of the Final SEIR. 

(5)   The Board has considered and hereby adopts the “Findings of Fact” as set forth in Exhibit C, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

(6)  The Board hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) 
prepared for the Project Approvals and as set forth in Exhibit D and incorporated herein by reference.  All 
mitigation measures proposed in the Final SEIR shall be implemented, and the MMRP will implement all 
mitigation measures adopted with respect to the Project pursuant to all of the Project Approvals.  The 
MMRP is hereby incorporated into the Project and thereby becomes part of and limitations upon the 
permissible actions conferred by the Project Approvals. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that notwithstanding the imposition of the mitigation measures in the 
MMRP as set forth above, not all significant impacts of the Project have been reduced to a level of 
insignificance or eliminated by changes in the proposed Project.  The Board of Supervisors finds that the 
Project will bring substantial benefits to the County and that the Project’s benefits outweigh the Project’s 
significant unmitigated adverse impacts and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15093 adopts and 
makes the Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in Exhibit C, attached hereto and 
incorporated herein by reference, to explain why the Project’s benefits override its unavoidable impacts. 
Having carefully considered the Project, its impacts and the foregoing benefits, the Board of Supervisors 
finds, in light of the important social, health, economic and other benefits that the Project will bring as set 
forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the adverse environmental impacts of the Project 
that are not fully mitigated are acceptable. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Services Division is directed to file a Notice of 
Determination with the County Clerk within five (5) working days in accordance with Public Resources 
Code section 21152(a) and CEQA Guidelines section 15094.   

Exhibit A 
• Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Draft SEIR”) for the “Hidden Falls Regional Park

Trails Expansion Project” and Appendices (SCH# 2007062084). 

Exhibit B 
• Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Final SEIR”) for the “Hidden Falls Regional Park

Trails Expansion Project” and Appendices (SCH# 2007062084). 

NOTE: The above documents are on file with the Department of Public Works and the Clerk of the 
Board. 

Exhibit C: 
• Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations

31



32



Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2007062084) 

(under separate cover) 

NOTE: The above document is available online at https://www.placer.ca.gov/2537/Hidden-Falls-
Regional-Park-Trail-Network and on file with the Clerk of the Board’s office 

Attachment D
Exhibit A

Under Separate Cover
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Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover) 

NOTE: The above document is available online at https://www.placer.ca.gov/2537/Hidden-Falls-
Regional-Park-Trail-Network and on file with the Clerk of the Board’s office 

Attachment D
Exhibit B

Under Separate Cover
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HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK 
TRAILS EXPANSION PROJECT 

CEQA Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations 

September 2020 

Attachment D
Exhibit C
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Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR   
CEQA Findings of Fact 1  

I. Introduction 
Placer County (County) as Lead Agency, has prepared a subsequent environmental impact report 
(SEIR) pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Section 
21000 et seq. of the Public Resources Code) and the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15000 et seq.) for the 
Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project (proposed project) (State Clearinghouse Number 
2007062084). The SEIR consists of the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR (collectively referred to as the 
SEIR). 
CEQA generally requires that a lead agency must take reasonable efforts to mitigate or avoid 
significant environmental impacts when approving a project. Environmental impact reports are prepared 
to provide full public disclosure of the environmental impacts of a proposed project. The Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) is an informational document that serves to inform the agency decision-making 
body and the public in general of any potentially significant environmental impacts. The preparation of 
an EIR also identifies and evaluates feasible measures to minimize any significant effects and 
describes and assesses a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the project.  
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require that the approving agency decision-making body must issue a 
written finding reaching one or more of the three allowable conclusions accompanied by a brief 
explanation of the rationale for each significant environmental effect identified in an EIR (Pub. 
Resources Code Section 2108, subsections1(a)(1)-(a)(3); see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subsections (a)(1)-(a)(3)):  
1. Changes or alterations which avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects as identified in 

the environmental impact report have been required or incorporated into the project;  

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency 
and not the agency making the finding, and such changes have been adopted by such other 
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency; or  

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including consideration for 
the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or project alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15092 states that after consideration of an EIR, and in conjunction with 
making the Section 15091 findings identified above, the lead agency may decide whether or how to 
approve or carry out the project. A project that would result in a significant environmental impact cannot 
be approved if feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives can avoid or substantially lessen 
the impact.  
However, in the absence of feasible mitigation, an agency may approve a project with significant and 
unavoidable impacts, if there are specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations 
that outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects. Section 15093 requires the lead agency 
to document and substantiate any such determination in a “statement of overriding considerations” as a 
part of the record.  
The requirements of Sections 15091, 15092, and 15093 as summarized above are all addressed 
herein. This document summarizes the findings of fact and statement of overriding considerations 
authorized by those provisions of the CEQA Guidelines and by Section 21081of the Public Resources 
Code for the proposed project.  
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CEQA Findings of Fact 2  

II.   Project Description 
PROJECT LOCATION 
Placer County owns and operates Hidden Falls Regional Park (HFRP) near Auburn, California. The 
park originally opened in 2006 with about 221 acres, and subsequently added another 979 acres in 
2013. It contains approximately 30 miles of natural-surface, multi-use trails and two waterfall overlooks.  
The proposed trail expansion areas are located northeast of the existing HFRP, and south of the Bear 
River in Placer County, approximately 40 miles northeast of Sacramento, as well as to the west and 
east of the park. HFRP currently encompasses approximately 1,200 acres in the Sierra Nevada 
foothills, consisting of portions of ranches previously owned by Spears (979 acres) and Didion (221 
acres). 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 
In January of 2010, the Placer County Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit (CUP 
No. 20090391) and certified an EIR (2010 Certified EIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2007062084), which 
added the property formerly known as the Spears Ranch (979 acres) to the 221-acre portion of HFRP 
already open to the public. As part of the HFRP approvals, Placer County adopted Findings of Fact that 
indicated the EIR reflected the independent judgment of the County and that the Planning Commission 
reviewed the Final EIR and determined the Final EIR considered a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives, sufficient to foster informed decision making, public participation and a reasoned 
choice. 
The certified Final EIR concluded all impacts associated with activities permitted under CUP No. 
20090391 could be mitigated to less than significant levels except “Long-Term Changes in Visual 
Resources Associated with the Improvements to Garden Bar Road,” identified as significant and 
unavoidable. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 7-1: Revegetate and Restore All Disturbed Areas 
to Minimize Visual Quality Impacts, and 12-8: Protect Oak Woodland Habitat would reduce this impact; 
however, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable because no other screening options 
along Garden Bar Road were available and revegetation of the disturbed areas would not reduce visual 
impacts in the short-term. Included in the County’s Findings of Fact was a Statement of Overriding 
Consideration describing the social, economic, and recreational benefits offered to County residents, 
which were found to outweigh the impacts. 
The proposed project would increase the regional trail network and would provide new access and 
parking areas for the public. The approved CUP No. 20090391 would be modified to account for the 
expansion. The proposed expansion and modification to existing CUP No. 20090391 were determined 
to be substantial new information that could increase impacts from those listed in the 2010 Certified 
EIR. Consequently, the County elected to prepare a SEIR for the proposed HFRP Trails Expansion 
Project. 
The SEIR evaluates whether the proposed project would result in impacts not discussed in the prior 
2010 Certified EIR and evaluates whether the impacts of the project would be consistent with the 
findings of the prior 2010 Certified EIR or require additional mitigation measures. The SEIR also 
identified additional alternatives to address the significant impacts of the proposed HFRP trail 
expansion. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, the analysis contained in the SEIR is 
limited to the incremental changes associated with construction and operation of the proposed trail 
expansion area when evaluating whether the modifications to the original Conditional Use Permit would 
result in a significant impact. The existing HFRP, as described in the 2010 EIR, is assumed to be part 
of the existing conditions. This approach to the environmental setting is consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(a)(2), which states the lead agency should use the baseline that provides the 
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most accurate picture practically possible of the project’s impacts that are supported with substantial 
evidence, including conditions expected when the project becomes operational. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The objectives of the proposed project are similar to objectives originally developed for establishment of 
HFRP. However, they expand upon the prior objectives to accommodate additional facilities. The 
following objectives were developed by the County specifically for the proposed trail network and 
parking expansion: 

• Support County goals for trails as outlined in the 2013 General Plan Update Recreational Trails 
Element Goal 5.C for developing a system of interconnected hiking, riding, and bicycling trails 
and paths suitable for active recreation and transportation and circulation. 

• Implement the recreational resource objectives of the Placer Legacy Open Space and 
Agricultural Conservation Program (available at https://www.placer.ca.gov/3420/Placer-Legacy), 
beginning on page 3-17 that aim to enhance recreational opportunities in the County by 
improving public trail access, including the construction of staging areas and parking lots, as 
well as the purchase of public access easements on private land to provide connections to 
public land and city trail connections and provide regional recreational facilities in the foothill 
region, supplementing the recreation opportunities provided on public lands to the east and 
municipal park facilities in urbanized areas. South Placer residents would be served by one or 
more large regional parks (300 acres or greater) in a rural setting with a variety of passive 
recreation opportunities. Such a park may be connected with larger area of protected land, 
providing additional wildlife habitat value.  

• Provide expanded opportunities for public passive recreation and educational access without 
overburdening natural resources, local roadways or adjacent communities. 

• Expand the existing multi-use, natural-surface trail system to provide recreational opportunities 
for the residents of Placer County and the region, while maintaining safety for park users, 
visitors, and nearby residents.  

• Create new areas for public parking that function smoothly from the outset. 

• Create connectivity between the existing trails in HFRP and the expanded trail network. 

• Expand on opportunities for natural, cultural, agricultural and historic resource education, 
fostering stewardship and environmental awareness. 

PROPOSED “REDUCED PROJECT” COMPONENTS 
Since 2007, the County has partnered with the Placer Land Trust (PLT) to preserve approximately 
2,765 acres of open space located north and east of HFRP with the expressed purpose of allowing 
public recreation on the properties. These lands, as well as connecting areas directly east and west of 
the existing HFRP that are either owned or held in easement by the County, would accommodate the 
proposed expansion of HFRP’s public trail network and associated facilities. The expanded trail 
network would link the existing HFRP to the Bear River, creating a network of more than 60 miles of 
multi-use trails. The expanded trails network would connect Taylor Ranch to existing trails in HFRP via 
the connectivity properties purchased by the County east of HFRP (Haddad and Campbell properties) 
and easements acquired (Loudon property). Additional easements through Liberty Ranch Big Hill 
Preserve and the Outman Big Hill Preserve connect the Taylor Ranch and Kotomyan Big Hill Preserve 
to future and existing trails and ranch roads within the Harvego Preserve. A new parking area proposed 
for the Twilight Ride property would allow public access directly off of Bell Road and would provide an 
intermediate parking area located between the existing parking area on Mears Place, and the most 
northerly parking area proposed for the Harvego Preserve. A summary of the primary amenities 
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available at the existing HFRP, those proposed as part of the current project, and the resultant total of 
the expanded park/trail network at buildout of the proposed project is provided in Table 1. 
The County’s discretionary actions associated with the expanded trails network would include approval 
of an amended CUP covering the existing HFRP and the trail and access expansion areas, including 
the designated lands to the northeast, the Garden Bar 40 parcel west of the existing HFRP that was 
acquired by the County in 2016, and the areas east of the park that connect to Taylor Ranch.  
The SEIR analyzed full build-out of the Project, as well as three Alternatives, which each provided 
various versions of a smaller project. After review of the extensive public comments on this project, and 
upon reviewing the analysis of the Curtola Ranch Road use, the Parks Division is recommending the 
Project Conditional Use Permit Modification only authorize a “Reduced Project”, which is a reduction 
beyond SEIR Alternative 2. The Final SEIR section included below discusses the three Alternatives 
covered within the SEIR. The parking areas for the “Reduced Project” would consist of the following: 

• Garden Bar 40 – Phases 1A and 1C – 25 total permanent automobile parking spaces and a 
separate 5 space ADA parking lot for use on weekends, holidays, and peak days, and 
allowance for 6 Special Events per year 

• Mears – Existing parking plus 25 new overflow spaces 
• Twilight Ride- Phase 1 (54 auto/20 equestrian parking spaces) 
• Harvego Preserve – Only PLT docent-led tours, max 12/year as currently allowed (18 existing 

parking spaces via Curtola Ranch Road, no new parking development) 
• Trails, bridges, and other amenities outside of parking areas would remain unchanged from the 

SEIR Project Description.  
 

Like Alternative 2, the recommended Reduced Project would reduce total parking from that proposed 
with full build-out by approximately 60 percent.  The difference between the recommended Reduced 
Project and Alternative 2 is that the recommended Reduced Project would further limit the access at the 
Harvego Bear River Preserve to only what is allowed today (12 docent-led tours per year) whereas 
Alternative 2 would allow for docent-led tours on a daily basis in Phase 1, and would allow for general 
public access in Phase 2. The Reduced Project also eliminates Phase 1B from the Garden Bar 
improvements, thereby limiting use of this parking area to weekends, holidays, and peak use days only. 
The recommended Reduced Project would eliminate the Significant and Unavoidable Visual Impact to 
Garden Bar Road and would further lessen VMT from Alternative 2 due to the decreased visitation 
allowed through the Harvego Preserve parking area on Curtola Ranch Road. The recommended 
Reduced Project would limit the permanent parking area at the Garden Bar 40 site to 30 automobiles, 
and would limit construction to Phases 1A and 1C.  The Mears entrance would allow for the additional 
25 automobile overflow spaces, and the Twilight Ride parking area would be limited to Phase 1, with 54 
automobile and 20 equestrian parking spaces. The Harvego Preserve would be limited to the 18 
existing spaces, but as stated above, would only allow for 12 docent-led tours per year. Access to the 
Harvego Preserve area by pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists originating from the other Trails 
Expansion Area designated parking areas outside of the Harvego Preserve (i.e. the Twilight Ride 
parking area), would be allowed 7-days per week, but only with a backcountry access permit 
administered by the Placer County Department of Public Works, Parks Division. As no expansion of 
parking use at the Harvego Preserve would occur, no changes in the Curtola Ranch Road are 
proposed.  The other amenities noted with Alternative 2 for the Twilight Ride and Garden Bar parking 
areas would remain the same.    Staff has prepared Draft Conditions of Approval to coincide with this 
recommendation from the Parks Division.  
The amended CUP for the Reduced Project would cover: 
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• Expanding the HFRP trails network from 30 miles to approximately 60 miles through the 
addition of existing trails and construction of new trails within the lands owned or held in 
conservation easements by the PLT, or on lands owned by Placer County, or where the County 
holds trail easements; 

• Constructing two additional bridges over Raccoon Creek and one major culvert crossing over a 
tributary to Raccoon Creek between the existing HFRP trail network and Taylor Ranch;  

• Adding parking and access areas improvements, including access and parking on the Twilight 
Ride property off of Bell Road to provide access midway through the expansion area, as well as 
the parking area on the Garden Bar 40 parcel for access to the western end of the expansion 
area,  and the addition of up to 25 more overflow automobile parking spots at the Mears Place 
entrance.   

• Use of the existing parking area at the Harvego Preserve off Curtola Ranch Road would remain 
consistent with what is currently allowed (e.g. docent-led tours by PLT 12 days per year); 

• Access to the Harvego Preserve area by pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists originating 
from the other Trails Expansion Area designated parking areas outside of the Harvego Preserve 
(i.e. the Twilight Ride parking area), would be allowed 7-days per week, but only with a 
backcountry access permit administered by the Placer County Department of Public Works, 
Parks Division; 

• Changes from the previously approved access and parking area from Garden Bar Road on the 
west side of HFRP to access and parking planned on the newly acquired Garden Bar 40 parcel; 

• Identifying and clarifying the type and size of events allowed at the Garden Bar entrance and 
facilities allowed within the existing HFRP and expansion area; 

• Construction of supporting facilities including restroom facilities, water wells, stream crossings, 
viewing platforms, picnic areas, benches, signage, drinking fountains, animal proof trash/recycle 
receptacles, fire suppression facilities, emergency/maintenance access roads, equestrian 
facilities, fencing; 

• Allowed uses including recreational uses, grazing, agriculture, nature/cultural education, 
organized events (i.e. cross-country track meets, docent led tours), film & theater production 
(subject to County Film Permit requirements), hunting and fishing (fishing according to CA Dept. 
of Fish and Wildlife Freshwater Fishing Regulations, depredation hunting by County/federal 
wildlife specialists); and 

• Management means and methods including hours of operation, use of reservation system, 
operation of public water supply permit(s) and Transient Non-community Water System 
permit(s), regulatory compliance.  

County staff also intends to request that disc golf, which was allowed with the original use permit, be 
removed from the list of allowed uses under the modified use permit within the HFRP and HFRP Trail 
Expansion areas. 
The County anticipates that the trail expansion will result in a modified CUP that encompasses the 
allowed uses and operating principles within the existing park as well as the expansion areas. As part 
of the proposed modification, the types of allowed uses and facilities within the existing park and the 
trail expansion areas will be clarified.  

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 
The proposed trail system and recreational facilities would be designed to minimize maintenance 
requirements; however, some regular maintenance of the trails and ancillary facilities would be 
required. Land management activities would be conducted by a combination of the PLT and the 
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County. This would include forest management/fuel load reduction, including clearing defensible 
spaces, creating fire breaks, and maintaining access roads. Agricultural uses would continue to operate 
and include grazing, livestock watering and feeding, and ranch road maintenance. As with the existing 
HFRP, maintenance activities of the trails, access and parking areas would be conducted consistent 
with the Vegetation, Fuels, and Range Management Plan for HFRP (2007). This plan identifies 
methods for modifying vegetation to reduce existing fuel load and lower the chance a fire would start 
within trails, access and parking areas and move outside these areas. Initial removal of excess fuels 
would be accomplished by some combination of mechanical equipment and hand tools. Use of 
herbicides and grazing by livestock would be used for long-term maintenance. Fuel breaks and 
defensible spaces would be incorporated into the trail expansion areas through thinning vegetation 
around parking lots and near certain trail segments and property lines. The PLT has constructed both a 
90-acre and 30-acre fuel break on the Harvego Preserve. Vegetation management within the PLT-
owned portions of the properties would adhere to the management plans for each of the respective 
properties. PLT has stated in public meetings and has language on their website that notes the 
properties they own will continue to use cattle grazing as a fuel management tool. 
Trail maintenance would include selectively clearing vegetation; regrading trail tread; removing loose 
rocks, roots, and dead trees; and replacing trail surface material, if necessary. Localized spraying of 
herbicide may be required along the trail corridor to prevent vegetation from overgrowing the tread. 
Herbicides would be applied by County staff members or County contractors certified in proper 
herbicide/pesticide application. Trail operations and maintenance were described in the 2010 Certified 
EIR. All proposed operation and maintenance activities are expected to be similar to those currently 
undertaken in the existing HFRP and would be conducted by County staff, County contractors, 
volunteers, and user groups. 
The County has contracted with California Land Management, Inc. to provide ranger services at the 
existing HFRP. The County would expand this contract to provide rangers within the expansion areas to 
engage and educate the public, enforce permit restrictions, provide traffic control, and serve as the 
eyes and ears for law enforcement and emergency medical services. 
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REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS 
The proposed project would require the following County actions:  

• Certification of the Final SEIR for the HFRP Trails Network Expansion Project and adoption of 
the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations as well as the Mitigation 
Monitoring Reporting Program; and, 

• Conditional Use Permit Modification. The County would require an amended CUP to cover the 
proposed changes at the existing HFRP and the proposed trails expansion area. The CUP 
modification would clarify intended use of the access off Garden Bar Road, new and expanded 
parking areas, and the added trails. The CUP modification application may require the County to 
submit supporting information regarding storm water, hazardous materials, water supply, public 
safety, and wastewater treatment and disposal; and, 

• The access-roadway improvements and utilities required to accommodate the expanded trail 
network may also require grading permits/Improvement Plans from the County Engineering and 
Surveying Division (ESD) in addition to wastewater and public well permits from the County 
Environmental Health Division.  

• The access and roadway improvements required to accommodate the project may also require 
County permits for buildings and tree removal. 

The proposed project would require the following actions by entities other than the County:  

• Clean Water Act Section 404 permit for stream crossings at Raccoon Creek and other streams 
(United States Army Corps of Engineers);  

• Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation (United States Fish and Wildlife Service);  

• Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification amendment (Regional Water Quality 
Control Board – Central Valley Region);  

• Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit (Regional 
Water Quality Control Board – Central Valley Region);  

• Streambed Alteration Agreement amendment for stream crossings (California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]); and,  

• Encroachment permit for any construction within the floodplain of Raccoon Creek (Central 
Valley Flood Protection Board). 

• Encroachment permit for any construction within the Nevada Irrigation District (NID) canal right-
of-way (Nevada Irrigation District) 

III. Environmental Review Process 
Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, on January 31, 2017 the County filed a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) and sent the NOP to each responsible and trustee agency, special service districts, 
organizations, and individuals with an interest in or jurisdiction over the proposed project. The County 
held a public scoping meeting for the proposed project on February 21, 2017. 
A revised NOP was subsequently issued on June 4, 2018 to account for modifications to the project 
description. The County held a second public scoping and informational meeting on June 14, 2018, in 
Auburn, California. A scoping report including the NOPs, summaries of oral and written comment 
received, and copies of all written comments received from both public scoping processes are included 
in Appendix A of the Draft SEIR.  
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The Draft SEIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2007062084) was received by the State Clearinghouse 
and circulated for a 60-day public review period beginning on February 20, 2020. Due to logistical 
review concerns and potential difficulties reaching County staff associated with the coronavirus disease 
2019 (COVID-19) public health protection measures, the comment period was extended from 60 days 
to 90 days, concluding on May 20, 2020. This period satisfied the requirement for the public review 
period as set forth in Public Resources Code Section 21091(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. 
The County held a public meeting on May 14, 2020 via teleconferencing.1 A transcript of the public 
meeting was prepared and is included in Chapter 2, “Responses to Comments,” of the Final SEIR.  
Over 500 comments were received during the public comment period, including comments received at 
the May 14, 2020 Planning Commission meeting.  
The County published the Final SEIR for the proposed project on September 4, 2020. The Final SEIR 
includes comments received on the Draft SEIR, responses to significant environmental issues raised in 
the comments, and revisions to the text of the Draft SEIR. The comments in the Final SEIR and the 
Draft SEIR as revised by the Final SEIR constitute the SEIR for the proposed project. 

IV. Record Of Proceedings 
For the purposes of CEQA, and the findings herein set forth, the administrative record for the proposed 
project consists of those items listed in Public Resources Code Section 21167.6, subdivision (e). The 
record of proceedings for the County Board of Supervisor’s decision on the proposed project consists of 
the following documents, at a minimum: 

• The 2010 Draft EIR prepared for the HFRP in June 2009, all appendices to the 2010 Draft EIR, 
and all documents relied upon or incorporated by reference; 

• The 2010 Certified Final EIR prepared for the HFRP in December 2009, including comments 
received on the 2010 Certified Draft EIR; the City’s responses to those comments; technical 
appendices; and all documents relied upon or incorporated by reference; 

• The NOP and all other public notices issued by the County in conjunction with the project 
prepared in January 2017; 

• Minutes and transcripts of the Draft SEIR public scoping meeting held on February 21, 2017; 

• The revised NOP and all other public notices issued by the County in conjunction with the 
project prepared in June 2018; 

• Minutes and transcripts of the Draft SEIR public scoping meeting held on June 14, 2018; 

• The Draft SEIR, all appendices to the Draft SEIR, and all documents relied upon or incorporated 
by reference; 

• All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the 90-day comment 
period on the Draft SEIR; 

• The Final SEIR for the project, including comments received on the Draft SEIR; the County’s 
responses to those comments; technical appendices; and all documents relied upon or 
incorporated by reference; 

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the project; 

 
1  Public meetings that occur through virtual means are held in compliance with both the Ralph M. Brown Act and the 

Governor’s Executive Orders, specifically Executive Orders N-29-20 and N-35-20. Those orders modified Brown Act 
requirements to allow public meetings to occur through teleconferencing means with limited person-to-person physical 
contact. 
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• All other reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning documents relating 
to the project prepared by the County or consultants to the County with respect to the County’s 
compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with respect to the County’s action on the 
project; 

• All resolutions or findings adopted by the County regarding the project, and all staff reports, 
analyses, and summaries related to the adoption of those resolutions or findings; 

• Any documents expressly cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above; and 

• Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code Section 
21167.6, subdivision (e). 

Pursuant to Guidelines Section 15091(e), the administrative record of these proceedings is located at, 
and may be obtained from, the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency at 3091 
County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, CA 95603. The Placer County Community Development 
Resource Agency is the custodian of these documents and other project-related materials. 
The Board of Supervisors has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decisions on 
the proposed project even if not every document was formally presented to the Board of Supervisors or 
County Staff as part of the County files generated in connection with the proposed project. Without 
exception, any documents set forth above not found in the project files fall into one of two categories. 
Many of them reflect prior planning or legislative decisions with which the Board of Supervisors was 
aware in approving the proposed project. (See City of Santa Cruz v. Local Agency Formation 
Commission (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 381, 391-392; Dominey v. Department of Personnel Administration 
(1988) 205 Cal.App.3d 729, 738, fn. 6.) Other documents influenced the expert advice provided to 
County Staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the Board of Supervisors as the final decision-
making body. For that reason, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the Board of 
Supervisor’s decisions relating to approval of the proposed project. (See Pub. Resources Code, 
Section 21167.6, subd. (e)(10); Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council of City of San Jose (1986) 
181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 
Cal.App.4th 144, 153, 155.) 

V. Findings Required Under CEQA 
Public Resources Code Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” The same statute provides 
that the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically 
identifying both the significant effects of projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” Section 21002 goes on to 
provide that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such 
project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or 
more significant effects thereof.” 
The mandate and principles presented in Public Resources Code Section 21002 are implemented, in 
part, through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which 
EIRs are required. For each significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a project, the 
approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions.  
As noted earlier, the first such finding is that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 
identified in the Final EIR. For purposes of these findings, the term “avoid” refers to the effectiveness of 
a mitigation measure to reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less-than-significant level. In 
contrast, the term “substantially lessen” refers to the effectiveness of such measure or measures to 
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substantially reduce the severity of a significant effect, but not to reduce that effect to a less-than-
significant level. 
The second permissible finding is that such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding, and that such changes 
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15091[a][2]).  
The third potential conclusion is that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091.) Public Resources Code Section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 adds another factor: 
“legal” considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 
565 (“Goleta II”).  
The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or 
mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar v. City of 
San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417; Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 
1506-1509; see also California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 
1001). Moreover, “feasibility” under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is 
based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological 
factors.” (City of Del Mar, supra, 133 Cal.App.3d at p. 417; see also California Native Plant Society, 
supra, 177 Cal.App.4th; San Diego Citizenry Group v. County of San Diego (2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 1, 
17.)  
CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to 
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur. Project 
modification or alternatives are not required, however, where such changes are infeasible or where the 
responsibility for modifying the project lies with some other agency. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, 
subd. (a), (b).) 
With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level, a 
public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency first 
adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found 
that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse environmental effects.” 
(CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub. Resources Code, Section 21081, 
subd. (b).)  
The California Supreme Court has stated, “[t]he wisdom of approving … any development project, a 
delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion of the 
local officials and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and 
apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta II, supra, 52 
Cal.3d at p. 576.) 
The findings of the Board of Supervisors with respect to the project’s significant effects and mitigation 
measures are set forth in the SEIR and these Findings of Fact. The Summary of Findings provides a 
summary description of each potentially significant and significant impact, describes the applicable 
mitigation measures identified in the SEIR and adopted by the Board of Supervisors, and states the 
findings of the Board of Supervisors regarding the significance of each impact after imposition of the 
adopted mitigation measures. A full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can 
be found in the SEIR, which are incorporated by reference. The Board of Supervisors hereby ratifies, 
adopts, and incorporates the analysis and explanation in the record into these findings, and ratifies, 
adopts, and incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of the SEIR relating to 
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environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and 
conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. 

VI. Findings Regarding Less-Than-Significant 
Impacts (No Mitigation Required) 

The County agrees with the characterization in the Draft SEIR of all project impacts identified as “less 
than significant” and finds that those impacts have been described accurately and are either less than 
significant or have no impact, as described in the Draft SEIR. Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines 
does not require specific findings to address environmental effects that an EIR identifies as having “no 
impact” or a “less than significant” impact. The impacts where the proposed project would result in 
either no impact or a less-than-significant impact, and which require no mitigation, are identified in the 
bulleted list below. The less-than-significant conclusions and findings for these impacts are consistent 
with the findings of the 2010 Certified EIR. Please refer to the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR for more 
detail.  

LAND USE 

• Impact 4-1: Land Use and Agricultural Resources — Adverse Effect on Agricultural or Timber 
Resource Operations or Conversion of Important Farmland to Nonagricultural Uses. 

• Impact 4-2: Land Use and Agricultural Resources — Alteration of Land Use and Potential 
Conflicts with Existing or Future Land Uses Adjacent to the Project Area. 

• Impact 4-3: Land Use and Agricultural Resources — Potential for Conflicts with Land Use or 
Agricultural Resource Plans, Policies, or Regulations. 

• Impact 4-4: Land Use and Agricultural Resources — Local Roadway Improvements and 
Potential Conflicts with Existing or Future Land Uses Adjacent to the Project Area. 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY 

• Impact 5-4: Soils, Geology, and Seismicity — Risks to People and Structures Caused by 
Landslides. 

• Impact 5-5: Soils, Geology, and Seismicity — Limited Ability for Soils to Support Operation of a 
Wastewater Disposal System. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

• Impact 7-1: Visual Resources — Short-Term Changes in Visual Resources Associated with 
Project Construction. 

• Impact 7-2: Visual Resources — Long-Term Changes in Visual Resources Associated with 
amenities for the Proposed HFRP Trails Expansion Project. 

• Impact 7-4: Visual Resources — Increased Light and Glare. 
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TRANSPORTATION and Circulation 

• Impact 8-1: Transportation and Circulation – Conflict with an Adopted Program, Plan, 
Ordinance, or Policy Addressing the Circulation System, Including Transit, Roadway, Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Facilities-Temporary Increase in Traffic during Construction 

• Impact 8-2: Transportation and Circulation – Conflict with Adopted Program, Plan, Ordinance, or 
Policy Addressing the Circulation System, Including Transit, Roadway, Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Facilities-Existing Plus Project Conditions. 

• Impact 8-6: Transportation and Circulation — Result in Inadequate Emergency Access or 
Access to Nearby Uses. 

AIR QUALITY 

• Impact 9-1: Air Quality — Short-Term Emission of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors during 
Construction.  

• Impact 9-2: Air Quality — Long-Term, Regional Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Ozone 
Precursors Associated with Project Operation. 

• Impact 9-4: Air Quality — Long-Term (Local) Mobile-Source Emissions of Carbon Monoxide 
during Project Operation. 

• Impact 9-5: Air Quality — Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Odors. 

NOISE  

• Impact 10-1: Noise — Short-Term Construction-Generated Noise Levels Exceeding County 
Standards. 

• Impact 10-2: Noise — Increases in Long-Term (Operational) Noise Levels from Non-
transportation Stationary and Area Sources. 

• Impact 10-4: Noise — Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Excessive Ground borne 
Vibration or Noise Levels. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

• Impact 11-5: Hydrology and Water Quality — Exposure of People or Structures to Flooding. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

• Impact 12-7: Biological Resources — Potential Loss of Brandegee’s Clarkia and other Special-
Status Plant Species. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

• Impact 13-1: Public Services and Utilities — Potential for Project Operation to Require 
Construction or Relocation of New Facilities for Provision of Water or Wastewater. 

• Impact 13-2: Public Services and Utilities — Increase in Demand for Police Services. 

• Impact 13-5: Public Services and Utilities — Temporary Disruption of Utility Service during 
Construction. 

• Impact 13-6: Public Services and Utilities — Increase in Solid Waste and Wastewater 
Generation. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

• Impact 14-3: Hazardous Materials and Hazards — Potential for a Public Safety Hazard from 
Hunting Activities. 

• Impact 14-5: Hazardous Materials and Hazards — Increased Risk of Health Hazard from 
Vector-borne Diseases. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND ENERGY 

• Impact 15-1: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Impact 15-2: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy – Conflicts with Applicable Plans, Policies 
or Regulations. 

CUMULATIVE LAND USE AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

• Land Use and Agricultural Resources — Consistency with the Land Uses and Zoning of the 
Project Area, Including the Goals and Policies of the General Plan and Placer Legacy. 

CUMULATIVE SOILS, GEOLOGY, SEISMICITY AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

• Increase Erosion Hazards and Disturbance of Naturally Occurring Asbestos. 

CUMULATIVE CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

• Potential for Disturbance of Undiscovered Cultural Resources or Human Remains. 

CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY 

• Short-Term Emission of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors during Construction; Long-Term, 
Regional Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Ozone Precursors Associated with Project 
Operation; and Long-Term (Local) Mobile-Source Emissions of Carbon Monoxide during Project 
Operation. 
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CUMULATIVE NOISE 

• Short-Term Construction-Generated Noise Levels and Increases in Long-Term (Operational) 
Noise Levels from Non-transportation Stationary and Area Sources. 

CUMULATIVE HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

• Temporary Discharges of Sediment and Other Contaminants into Local Waterways, Increased 
Demand for Groundwater, and Exposure of People or Structures to Flooding. 

CUMULATIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

• Potential for Adverse Effects on Special-Status Species. 

CUMULATIVE PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

• Increased Demand for Police and Fire Protection Services and Increases Demand for Potable 
Water and Wastewater Disposal. 

CUMULATIVE HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

• Incremental effect in Storage, Use, Handling, or Transport of Hazardous Materials. 

CUMULATIVE GREENHOUSE GAS 

• Increased Generation of Greenhouse Gas Emission. 

CUMULATIVE WILDFIRE 

• Increased Risk of Wildfire.  

VII. Findings For Impacts of the Proposed Project 
Mitigated to Less Than Significant 

In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subdivision (a), this section provides a specific finding for each potentially significant environmental 
impact and its associated mitigation measures. 
The potentially significant impacts and the mitigation measures that will reduce them to a less-than-
significant level are summarized below and herein incorporated by reference. Impact 6-4, Impacts 8-4 
and 8-5, Impacts 13-3 and 13-4, and Impact 16-1 are new impacts not previously considered in the 
2010 Certified EIR. The remainder of the potentially significant impacts and findings discussed below 
are consistent with the findings of the 2010 Certified EIR. 
Mitigation Measures starting with “S” either originate in the Draft SEIR or include language that was 
altered from the language included in the 2010 Certified EIR. Mitigation Measures without a “S” are 
unaltered from the 2010 Certified EIR except where noted in the Final SEIR. Please refer to the Draft 
SEIR and the Final SEIR for more detail. 
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The Parks Division is recommending a “Reduced Project”, and the Findings for Impacts associated with 
the Reduced Project are specifically noted below. 
The Board of Supervisors hereby finds that feasible mitigation measures have been identified in the 
Final SEIR and these Findings of Fact that will avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
environmental impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY 

Impact 5-1: Soils, Geology, and Seismicity—Construction- and Operation-Related Erosion 
Hazards.  

Based on soil types and topography, the excavation and grading of soil could result in erosion during 
construction, particularly during periods of strong winds or storm events. Long-term maintenance is 
required to support improved structures and trail network. The proposed trail system would be 
maintained as a natural-surface trail system that would increase the amount of soil exposed to wind 
and water erosion, and use of the trails by hikers, bikers, and equestrians could cause some long-term 
erosion. Regular maintenance in the project area in areas of exposed soil could also cause erosion 
during operation of the park. This impact would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure S5-1: Obtain Authorization for Construction and Operation Activities 
with the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and 
Sediment Control Measures as Required.  

A. Implement Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs). 

Water quality treatment facilities/BMPs shall be designed according to the guidance of the 
California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice 
Handbooks for Construction, for New Development / Redevelopment (2015), and for 
Industrial and Commercial (or other similar source as approved by the County).  

Storm drainage from on- and off-site impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected 
and routed through specially designed catch basins, vegetated swales, vaults, infiltration 
basins, water quality basins, filters, etc. for entrapment of sediment, debris and oils/greases 
or other identified pollutants, as approved by the County. BMPs shall be designed in 
accordance with the West Placer Storm Water Quality Design Manual for sizing of 
permanent post-construction Best Management Practices for stormwater quality protection. 
No water quality facility construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area, 
floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by appropriate regulatory authorities. 

All permanent BMPs shall be maintained as required to ensure effectiveness.  

B. Obtain Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Permit and Implement Construction 
BMPs. 

Prior to any construction commencing on projects with ground disturbance exceeding 1 
acre, the applicant shall provide evidence of a Waste Discharge Identification 
Number (WDID) number generated from the State Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
Stormwater Multiple Application & Reports Tracking System (SMARTS). This serves as the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board approval or permit under the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction storm water quality permit.  

BMPs shall be designed to ensure that pollutants contained in project-related storm water 
discharges are reduced to the maximum extent practicable and that non-storm water 
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discharges are prevented from leaving the site, both during and after construction, as 
required by Placer County’s Stormwater Quality Ordinance. 

Construction (temporary) BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to: 

• Use temporary mulching, seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures to protect 
uncovered soils; 

• Store materials and equipment to ensure that spills or leaks cannot enter the storm drain 
system or surface water; 

• Use water for dust control; 

• Construct sediment control basins; 

• Regular sweeping of entry and exit areas to minimize off-site sediment transport; 

• Install traps, filters, or other devices at drop inlets to prevent contaminants from entering 
storm drains; and 

• Use barriers, such as straw bales, perimeter silt fences, or placement of hay bales, to 
minimize the amount of uncontrolled runoff that could enter drains or surface water. 

C. Implement Post-Development BMPs. 

Post-development (permanent) BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to: 

• The project will have an effective system of erosion and sedimentation control, 
consisting of vegetative and structural measures and management practices, to reduce 
the damage of erosion and costly clean-up procedures.  

• Following trail construction, wattles/fiber rolls and/or gravel-filled bags will remain in 
place until permanent stabilization measures have proven successful.  

• For the duration of the project, storm drainage within ditch systems associated with 
switchback construction will have stabilized ditch protection. This will consist of filter 
fabric, mulch, or a 3-inch gravel base.  

• Plan development to fit the particular topography, soils, waterways, and natural 
vegetation of the site, to avoid the creation of erosion problems on the site. 

• Reduce erosion hazards and runoff volumes and velocity by limiting the length and 
steepness of slopes. Slopes subject to erosion should not be steeper than 2:1 horizontal 
to vertical. 

• Break up long steep slopes by benching, terracing, or diversion structures.  

• Use existing vegetation to control erosion to (a) shield the soil surface from rain, (b) 
increase infiltration, (c) reduce velocity of runoff and (d) hold soil in place and act as a 
filter. 

• Time the project so that grading and construction occur during the normal dry season to 
the extent feasible. 

• The County shall also consult with the RWQCB to acquire the appropriate regulatory 
approvals that may be necessary to obtain Section 401 water quality certification. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
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Mitigation Measure S5-1 requires the County to obtain authorization for construction and operation 
activities from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Board and implement erosion and sediment 
control measures as required, including stormwater, construction, and post-development BMPs, to 
reduce the amount of soil eroding and entering area waterways. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 
S5-1 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
Impact 5-2: Soils, Geology, and Seismicity— Risks to People from Naturally Occurring 
Asbestos. 

The alignment of trails under the HFRP Trails Expansion Project travels through land identified as 
moderately likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos because of the types of metamorphic and 
igneous rocks that are present. Soil disturbance during construction activities (e.g., grading, excavation) 
for new facilities and structures (e.g., roadways, trails, restrooms, bridges, overlooks, access and 
parking areas) could expose workers and nearby recreationists to increased health risks from inhaling 
dust that contains asbestos. The potential to impact human health from exposure to asbestos material 
is potentially significant. 

See Mitigation Measure 9-1 in Chapter 9.0, “Air Quality”: Conduct On-Site Soil Testing 
and Prepare and Implement an Asbestos Dust Control Plan, If Needed.  

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 9-1 requires On-Site Soil Testing; preparation and implementation of an Asbestos 
Dust Control Plan, if needed, consistent with Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) 
Rule 228 and Section 93105 of the California Health and Safety Code; and if asbestos containing soil is 
found on trail surfaces, the asbestos dust control plan must include provisions, including capping or 
other treatment of trail surfaces to avoid exposure by trail users. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
9-1 would reduce impacts associated with risks to people from naturally occurring asbestos to a less-
than-significant level. 
 
Impact 5-3: Soils, Geology, and Seismicity—Risks to People and Structures Caused by Strong 
Seismic Ground Shaking or Fault Rupture.  

The potentially active Deadman Fault (part of the Bear Mountains Fault Zone) crosses the eastern 
portion of the expansion project area. Although all project-related facilities and structures would be 
designed and constructed in accordance with the current design requirements for the California 
Building Code (CBC) and the project area is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, the 
project could construct buildings and/or structures across a known fault trace. Because the project 
could create a substantial increased risk of injury or property damage from strong seismic ground 
shaking and/or fault rupture, this impact could be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure S5-2: Obtain and Implement Seismic Engineering Design 
Recommendations. 

a. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall obtain the services of a qualified, 
licensed geotechnical engineer to examine for traces of any relevant fault zone within the 
project area, and develop engineering design recommendations for the project area. The 
recommendations shall include calculation of seismic shaking hazards using the appropriate 
computer modeling software, and shall include specific structural design recommendations 
to minimize potential damage to buildings and structures from seismic events. The 
recommendations shall also include an examination of the traces of the Bear Mountain fault 
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system within the project area, including surface reconnaissance, and shall make 
recommendations for building foundation and infrastructure design accordingly. All 
appropriate design recommendations shall be implemented during the project design and 
construction phases. 

b. No structures intended for human occupancy shall be constructed within a 100-foot-wide no 
building zone over the Bear Mountain fault traces. However, following completion of the 
seismic study required in (a) above, the no building zone may be modified if recommended 
by the geotechnical engineer. 

c. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall obtain the services of a qualified, 
licensed geotechnical engineer to prepare a comprehensive final geotechnical report for the 
entire project area with specific design recommendations sufficient to ensure the safety of 
soil conditions, project structures, and site occupants. The report shall include project design 
and construction recommendations to address: 

• Site preparation and grading, including surface and subsurface prep work, 
engineered fill materials, fill placement and compaction, trench backfill, 
erosion/winterization, slope stability, and surface drainage; 

• Foundation requirements specific to the location of each component of the proposed 
project; 

• Concrete slabs-on-grade, both interior and exterior; 

• Retaining and below grade walls; and 

• Road, pavement, and parking area design. 

• The seismic engineering design recommendations shall be incorporated into the 
project design. Adequate field inspection shall occur during construction. 

- It is the responsibility of the County to provide for engineering inspection and 
certification that earthwork has been performed in conformity with recommendations 
contained in the report. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure S5-2 requires the applicant to obtain the services of a qualified, licensed 
geotechnical engineer to prepare a comprehensive geotechnical report for the entire project area with 
specific design recommendations sufficient to ensure the safety of soil conditions, project structures, 
and site occupants. The County would ensure earthwork has been performed in conformity with 
recommendations contained in the report. Implementation of Mitigation Measure S5-2 would reduce 
impacts associated with the substantial increased risk of injury or property damage from strong seismic 
ground shaking and/or fault rupture to a less-than-significant level. 
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CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES 

Impact 6-1: Cultural Resources—Potential for substantial adverse change to a Significant 
Cultural Resource.  

Nine potentially significant cultural resources and one significant archaeological resource were 
documented within the Spears Ranch portion of the HFRP in the 2010 Certified EIR. The analysis 
found that park construction could damage or destroy these cultural resources and increasing public 
recreation use of the project area would create a risk of indirect damage to potentially significant or 
significant cultural resources. 

Mitigation Measure 6-1: Design Project to Avoid Potentially Significant Direct Impacts to 
Cultural Resources and Actively Monitor Resources for Indirect Impacts. 

The County will prepare detailed design of trails, roads, and other HFRP Trail Expansion project 
facilities to ensure that direct effects associated with project implementation avoids all significant 
and potentially significant documented cultural resources in the project area. As part of the 
County’s ongoing operational responsibility, usage that threaten any potentially significant 
documented cultural resources will be actively managed to avoid damage. If designing such 
trails and facilities to avoid potential impacts is not feasible or if management of trail expansion 
areas usage indicates potential impacts to significant or potentially significant cultural resources, 
an approved treatment plan shall be drafted and implemented to mitigate the significant 
impacts. Such a plan may include one or more of the following elements: 

 vegetation removal and surface inspection; 
 ethnographic studies or Native American consultation, or both; 
 subsurface testing; and 
 if necessary, data recovery. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 6-1 requires the County to modify project plans to avoid potentially significant 
cultural resources and actively monitor potential indirect impacts to resources from visitors and 
modifying project plans to avoid significant cultural resources. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 6-1, impacts associated with potential disturbance of significant cultural resources would be 
less than significant. 
 
Impact 6-2: Cultural Resources—Potential for Disturbance of Undiscovered Cultural Resources.  

The park and Trails Expansion project vicinity are known to contain numerous historic and prehistoric 
resources. In addition, buried traces of historic-era activity and early Native American occupation that 
remain undocumented may be present within and in the vicinity of proposed trails. Ground-disturbing 
activities during construction of trails and project area facilities could disturb undiscovered cultural 
resources. Because of the potential for disturbing undiscovered cultural resources during construction 
of trails, overlooks, bridges and parking facilities, this impact would be potentially significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 6-2: Protect Previously Unknown Cultural Resources. 

Given the potential for subsurface deposits, if undocumented resources are encountered during 
construction, all work in the vicinity of the find shall cease until a qualified professional 
archaeologist can assess the significance of the find and, if appropriate, provide 
recommendations for treatment. Preferred measures for treatment may include no action, 
avoidance of the resource through the relocation of facilities (e.g., “field-fit” of a trail alignment to 
avoid the resource) or subsurface testing, or relocation to another location not subject to 
disturbance. For any such discovery, a memorandum documenting the results of the evaluation 
shall be provided to the County by the archaeologist, and the County shall forward the 
memorandum to the California Department of Parks and Recreation and the State Historic 
Preservation Officer.  

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 6-2 requires that if undocumented resources are encountered during construction, 
all work in the vicinity of the find would cease until a qualified professional archaeologist can assess the 
significance of the find and, if appropriate, provide recommendations for treatment. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 6-2, impacts associated with potential disturbance of 
undiscovered cultural resources would be less than significant. 
 
Impact 6-3: Cultural Resources—Potential for Disturbance of Unknown Human Interments.  

No evidence of human remains was found within or near the project area. However, undiscovered 
human internments could be encountered during project-related ground-disturbing activities. Because 
of the potential for encountering unknown human interments during park and project area construction 
of trails and park facilities, this impact would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 6-3: Stop Potentially Damaging Work if Human Remains are 
Uncovered during Construction. 

In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered 
during ground-disturbing activities, the construction contractor or the County, or both, shall 
immediately halt potentially damaging excavation in the area of the burial and notify the County 
coroner and a qualified professional archaeologist to determine the nature of the remains. The 
coroner shall examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of receiving notice of a 
discovery on private or state lands, in accordance with Section 7050(b) of the Health and Safety 
Code. If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she 
shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by phone within 24 hours of 
making that determination (Health and Safety Code Section 7050[c]). After the coroner’s 
findings are presented, the County, the archaeologist, and the NAHC-designated Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD) shall determine the ultimate treatment and disposition of the remains and 
take appropriate steps to ensure that additional human interments are not disturbed. 

Upon the discovery of Native American remains, the procedures above regarding involvement 
of the County coroner, notification of the NAHC, and identification of a MLD shall be followed. 
The County shall ensure that the immediate vicinity (according to generally accepted cultural or 
archaeological standards and practices) is not damaged or disturbed by further development 
activity until consultation with the MLD has taken place. The MLD shall have 48 hours after 
being granted access to the site to complete a site inspection and make recommendations. A 
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range of possible treatments for the remains may be discussed: nondestructive removal and 
analysis, preservation in place, relinquishment of the remains and associated items to the 
descendants, or other culturally appropriate treatment. Assembly Bill (AB) 2641 (Chapter 863, 
Statutes of 2006) suggests that the concerned parties may extend discussions beyond the initial 
48 hours to allow for the discovery of additional remains. AB 2641 includes a list of site 
protection measures and states that the County shall comply with one or more of the following 
measures: 

• Record the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center. 

• Utilize an open-space or conservation zoning designation or easement. 

• Record a document with the county in which the property is located. 

The County or its authorized representative shall rebury the Native American human remains 
and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 
further subsurface disturbance if the NAHC is unable to identify a MLD, or if the MLD fails to 
make a recommendation within 48 hours after being granted access to the site. The County or 
its authorized representative may also reinter the remains in a location not subject to further 
disturbance if it rejects the recommendation of the MLD, and mediation by the NAHC fails to 
provide measures acceptable to the landowner. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 6-3 requires that if human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, the construction contractor or the County, or both, would immediately halt potentially 
damaging excavation in the area of the burial and notify the County coroner and a qualified professional 
archaeologist to determine the nature of the remains. If the coroner determines that the remains are 
those of a Native American, the NAHC would be notified and a NAHC-designated MLD would be 
identified to determine the ultimate treatment and disposition of the remains. Adherence to procedures 
identified in Mitigation Measure 6-3 and other provisions of the California Health and Safety Code and 
AB 2641 would reduce potential impacts on human remains to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Impact 6-4: Tribal Cultural Resources—Impacts on Tribal Cultural Resources.  

Impacts on Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR) were not evaluated under separate significance criteria in 
the 2010 Certified EIR, as such criteria had not yet been adopted. The HFRP Trail Expansion Project 
may result in impacts on Tribal Cultural Resources. A site visit was conducted and no other TCRs were 
noted in the project development areas of any of the other sites during the site visit. However, new 
ground disturbance could have a potentially significant impact on TCRs. 

Mitigation Measure S6-4: Post Ground-Disturbance Site Visit. 

Although no unique archaeological resources have been identified within the project 
development areas and the NAHC Sacred Lands database search was negative, there is a 
possibility that resources which United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria 
(UAIC) or Colfax Todds Valley tribal members consider to be Tribal Cultural Resources could be 
unearthed during project construction.  

Once new trails and/or parking areas have been graded and prior to the new trails and/or 
parking areas being opened to the public, the County will notify the UAIC and the Colfax Todds 
Valley Consolidated Tribe so they may conduct an additional site visit, if they desire.  
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In addition, if tribal cultural resources are identified that have the potential to be adversely 
affected by the project, Placer County will work with the tribes to minimize those impacts. 
Examples of impact minimization could include: 

(1) avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to, planning 
and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context 

(2) treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural 
values and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource; 

(B) protecting the traditional use of the resource; or 

(C) protecting the confidentiality of the resource. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure S6-4, the UAIC and the Colfax Todds Valley Consolidated 
Tribe members will be notified following grading activities and provided the opportunity to conduct site 
visits for TCRs prior to general public access, which reduces this potentially significant impact to a less 
than significant level.  
 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Impact 8-4: Transportation and Circulation – Conflict with adopted program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities-Increase in Traffic Impacts Associated with Project Access. 

The project would introduce a new point of access onto the local roadway network at the Twilight Ride 
and Curtola Ranch Road entrances and provide a new public access to Garden Bar 40 parking area, 
while the existing access at Mears Place would remain. The adequacy of these points has been 
considered with regards to applicable safety and design standards.  
At the Twilight Ride site, the centerline of the proposed access location is roughly 80 feet from parcel’s 
southern boundary. Thus the 150-foot taper would begin along the edge of pavement roughly 122 feet 
south of the property line and widen to about 8 feet at the property line. Depending on the right of way 
location in this area, this work may encroach into the adjoining parcel. A shorter taper may be needed 
to avoid encroaching into the adjoining parcel, and this deviation from Plate 116 would require an 
engineer to design an acceptable alternative and request an approval from Placer County’s Director of 
Public Works. The impact due to construction of the new access point is potentially significant. 
The extent to which a portion of Twilight Ride can be operated without a left turn lane has been 
considered. Proportionately, 9 left turns represent 75 percent of the left turn demand at full occupancy. 
Therefore, 75 percent of the Twilight Ride parking supply could be created before a left turn lane was 
needed, and that point is not reached until Phase 2 of construction within the originally-proposed full 
build-out of the Project. The Reduced Project proposes the construction of only Phase 1 at the Twilight 
Ride parking area and, therefore, no left-turn lane is required.  
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Mitigation Measure S8-4: Prepare Improvement Plans and Construct Improvements for 
Access to Twilight Ride. 

With the initial Phase of the parking space construction and access at the Twilight Ride site, 
Improvement Plans shall be prepared showing the construction of a driveway encroachment 
onto Bell Road to a Plate 116 Major Land Development Manual standard, unless an alternative 
is approved by the County Department of Public Works that results in an equal level of 
performance based on the considerations listed in General Plan Policy 3.A.7(5) (listed earlier in 
this chapter). The design speed along Bell Road shall be 40 miles per hour, unless an alternate 
design speed is approved by the Department of Public Works (DPW). The improvements shall 
begin at the outside edge of any future lane(s) as directed by the DPW and the ESD. The Plate 
116 structural section within the main roadway right-of-way shall be designed for a Traffic Index 
of 7.5 but said section shall not be less than 3 inches of Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) over 8 inches of 
Class 2 Aggregate Base (AB) unless otherwise approved by the ESD. 

Mitigation Measure S8-5: Construct Left Turn Lane at Access to Twilight Ride. 

Prior to operation of Phase 2 (time at which point 75 percent of the parking stalls at the Twilight 
Ride access are constructed), Improvement Plans meeting County standards shall be prepared 
showing the construction of a left turn lane at the Twilight Ride access encroachment from Bell 
Road onto the site to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Traffic stripe removal, 
new striping and pavement markings shall conform to criteria specified in the latest version of 
the Caltrans Highway Design Manual for a design speed of 40 miles per hour (mph), unless an 
alternative is approved by the Department of Public Works. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure S8-4 requires the preparation of Improvement Plans meeting County standards on 
plate 116 for installing a separate northbound left turn lane on Bell Road and construction of a driveway 
entrance taper for the Twilight Ride site.  
Traffic levels associated with the Reduced Project (i.e. Twilight Ride, Phase 1) would not rise to the 
level requiring Mitigation Measure S8-5 for a left-hand turn lane. Mitigation Measure S8-4 requiring 
Improvement Plans showing the construction of a driveway encroachment onto Bell Road would still be 
implemented with the Reduced Project.  Even with the elimination of Mitigation Measure S8-5, traffic 
levels would be reduced enough that potential traffic impacts associated with project access would also 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Impact 8-5: Transportation and Circulation – Cause a substantial increase in hazards to 
motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists attributable to a geometric design feature or incompatible 
uses. 

Operation of the HFRP Trails Expansion would introduce vehicles and equestrian trailers and 
potentially increase bicycle and pedestrian activity onto a rural roadway network where the roads are 
narrow, with short sight distance and little room for pull outs. If new access driveways are not properly 
designed, there is a potential for conflict between pedestrians, motor vehicles, and bicyclists. 
There is no guarantee that visitors may not occasionally elect to park off-site and walk to the new trail 
expansion areas. Pedestrian travel between off-site parking and the proposed expansion entrances 
could create automobile / pedestrian safety conflicts. Hazards to motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists is 
potentially significant. 
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The project will add traffic to Cramer Road, which experienced collisions at a rate that exceeded the 
statewide average for similar facilities during the time period from January 1, 2014 through December 
31, 2016, but which had no reported accidents between January 1, 2017 through December 31, 2019.  
As a result of the project’s impact to safety on Cramer Road during the 2014-2016 period, which was 
the time period analyzed in the Draft SEIR, the impact is considered to be potentially significant. 
While the amount of regular bicycle activity that might be generated by the trail expansion visitors is 
unknown, the project could incrementally contribute to the use of study area roads for this purpose. 
This impact would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure S8-1: Implement Traffic Control Measures During Park Reservation-
based Events.  

Reservation-based events (involving less than 200 people on-site at a given time) entering at 
the Garden Bar entrance would be regulated by the County Parks Division Reservation System. 
The Reservation System would include, but not be limited to, applicable restrictions on: 

• number of events – limited to six (6) times per year; 

• event start and end times so as to minimize impacts to traffic along Garden Bar Road and 
not to exceed peak usage capacity or coincide with scheduled use of the road by school 
buses; 

• regulate the days and/or times of reservation-based events to avoid peak days or times 
such as holiday weekends, as necessary;  

• regulation of number and types of vehicles so as not to exceed parking capacity of the 
unimproved event parking area at the Garden Bar 40 parking area in combination with daily 
use. The County may regulate the days and/or times of reservation-based events to avoid 
peak days or times such as holiday weekends, as necessary. 

Measure S8-2: Install No Parking Signs to discourage Pedestrian Travel on Local Roads 

Prior to the use of the new parking areas, install “No Parking” signs along public roads serving 
the Project site as authorized by the Placer County Board of Supervisors to discourage offsite 
parking and limit pedestrian movement between offsite street parking and each project entry. If 
parking on side streets near park entrances becomes a repetitive problem, the County shall 
institute “No Parking” areas along the impacted portions of the roadways. 

Measure S8-3: Install or Upgrade Traffic Control Devices along Cramer Road 

Prior to the public use of the Twilight Ride facility, install or upgrade traffic control devices along 
Cramer Road to meet current Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and 
Highways (MUTCD) standards for message, location and sign condition to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Public Works. 

See Mitigation Measure S8-4 above. “Prepare Improvement Plans and Construct 
Improvements for Access to Twilight Ride.” 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
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Mitigation Measure S8-1 requires implementation of traffic control measures during reservation-based 
event to limit the number and timing of events. Mitigation Measure S8-2 requires installation of “No 
Parking” signs along public roads to discourage offsite parking and pedestrian movement along offsite 
roads.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure S8-3, which includes the installation or upgrade of traffic control 
devices along Cramer Road to meet current MUTCD standards for message, location and sign 
condition to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works prior to the public use of the Twilight 
Ride facility, would reduce the project’s impact to safety on Cramer Road.  
Mitigation Measure S8-4 requires the preparation of Improvement Plans meeting County standards for 
installation of an entry at the Twilight Ride property.  
With implementation of Mitigation Measures S8-1, S8-2, S8-3, and S8-4, the potential for hazards to 
motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
 

AIR QUALITY 
Impact 9-3: Air Quality—Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Emissions of Toxic Air 
Contaminants (TACs). 

Because the project area is located in an area that is moderately likely to contain naturally occurring 
asbestos, ground disturbance activities during construction could expose construction workers and 
surrounding residents to dust from rocks and soil containing naturally occurring asbestos. Some 
portions of the project area could contain serpentine or ultramafic rock that is common to foothill areas 
of the county. These types of rock contain thin veins of asbestos that can become airborne when 
disturbed by grading or mining. Overall, the amount of asbestos is relatively small and typically 
amounts to less than 1% of the total rock mass. Nevertheless, when material containing naturally 
occurring asbestos is disturbed, asbestos fibers may be released and become airborne, thereby 
creating a potential health hazard. Thus, this impact would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 9-1: Conduct On-Site Soil Testing and Prepare and Implement an 
Asbestos Dust Control Plan, If Needed. 

Prior to construction activity, the County shall test the on-site soils for the presence of asbestos. 
If naturally-occurring asbestos, serpentine, or ultramafic rock is either known to be located 
onsite, or is disclosed in the project’s geology/soils survey report, or if the project is located in, 
partly or entirely, “a most likely” to contain Naturally Occurring Asbestos Area, as shown on the 
Geologic maps prepared by the California Geologic Survey (formerly the California Division of 
Mines and Geology), the following measures shall be implemented.  

The project shall comply with PCAPCD Rule 228 for fugitive dust control. When the construction 
area is equal to or greater than one acre, the applicant shall prepare an Asbestos Dust 
Mitigation Plan (ADMP) as required in Section 93105 of the California Health and Safety Code, 
“Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface 
Mining Operations.” The ADMP shall be submitted to the PCAPCD a minimum of 21 days 
before construction activity is scheduled to commence. The applicant should contact the 
PCAPCD before retaining a qualified state registered geologist to conduct initial geologic 
evaluations as part of the ADMP application process. The County shall submit the plan to the 
County Planning Department for review and PCAPCD for review and approval before 
construction of the first project phase. Approval of the plan must be received from PCAPCD 
before any asbestos-containing rock (serpentinite) can be disturbed. Upon approval of the 
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asbestos dust control plan by PCAPCD, the County shall ensure that construction contractors 
implement the terms of the plan throughout the construction period. 

If asbestos is found in concentrations greater than 5 percent, the material shall not be used as 
surfacing material as stated in state regulation California Code of Regulation (CCR) Title 17 
Section 93106 (“Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure-Asbestos Containing Serpentine”). 
The material with naturally-occurring asbestos can be reused at the site for sub-grade material 
covered by other non-asbestos-containing material in accordance with PCAPCD Rule 228 and 
Section 93105, Title 17, CCR by the California Air Resources Board per Health and safety Code 
Section 39666. 

If asbestos containing soil is found on trail surfaces, the asbestos dust control plan shall include 
provisions, including capping or other treatment of trail surfaces to avoid exposure by trail users. 

Mitigation Measure S9-2: List Standard Air Quality Notes on Grading and Improvement 
Plans. 

The following standard notes shall be listed on all Grading/Improvement Plans:  

a. Prior to construction activity, a Dust Control Plan or Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan shall be 
submitted to the PCAPCD. The Dust Control Plan shall be submitted to the PCAPCD a 
minimum of 21 days before construction activity is scheduled to commence. The Dust 
Control Plan can be submitted online via the fill-in form: 
http://www.placerair.org/dustcontrolrequirements/dustcontrolform.  

b. Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed the PCAPCD Rule 202 Visible 
Emissions limitations. Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits 
are to be immediately notified by the PCAPCD to cease operations, and the equipment must 
be repaired within 72 hours.  

c. Dry mechanical sweeping is prohibited. Watering of a construction site shall be carried out 
to mitigate visible emissions. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / Section 301). 

d. The contractor shall apply water or use methods to control dust impacts offsite. Construction 
vehicles leaving the site shall be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt from being 
released or tracked off-site. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / section 304). 

e. During construction activity, traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall be limited to 15 
miles per hour or less unless the road surface and surrounding area is sufficiently stabilized 
to prevent vehicles and equipment traveling more than 15 miles per hour from emitting dust 
or visible emissions from crossing the project boundary line. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / 
section 401.2). 

f. The contractor shall suspend all grading operations when fugitive dust exceeds the 
PCAPCD Rule 228 (Fugitive Dust) limitations. Visible emissions of fugitive dust shall not 
exceed 40% opacity, nor go beyond the property boundary at any time. Lime or other drying 
agents utilized to dry out wet grading areas shall not exceed PCAPCD Rule 228 limitations. 
(Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / section 302 & 401.4). 

g. The prime contractor shall be responsible for keeping adjacent public thoroughfares clean 
by keeping dust, silt, mud, dirt, and debris from being released or tracked offsite. Wet broom 
or other methods can be deployed as control and as approved by the individual jurisdiction. 
(Based on PCAPCD Rule 228/ section 401.5). 

h. The contractor shall suspend all grading operations when wind speeds (including 
instantaneous gusts) are high enough to result in dust emissions crossing the boundary line, 
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despite the application of dust mitigation measures. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / section 
401.6). 

i. To minimize wind-driven dust during construction, the prime contractor shall apply methods 
such as surface stabilization, the establishment of a vegetative cover, paving (or use of 
another method to control dust as approved by Placer County). (Based on PCAPCD Rule 
228 / section 402). 

j. The contractor shall not discharge into the atmosphere volatile organic compounds caused 
by the use or manufacture of Cutback or Emulsified asphalts for paving, road construction or 
road maintenance unless such manufacture or use complies with the provisions of Rule 217 
Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials. 

k. During construction, open burning of removed vegetation is only allowed under PCAPCD 
Rule 304 Land Development Smoke Management. A Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District permit could be issued for land development burning, if the vegetation removed is for 
residential development purposes from the property of a single or two-family dwelling or 
when the applicant has provided a demonstration as per Section 400 of the Rule that there 
is no practical alternative to burning and that the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) has 
determined that the demonstration has been made. The APCO may weigh the relative 
impacts of burning on air quality in requiring a more persuasive demonstration for more 
densely populated regions for a large proposed burn versus a smaller one. In some cases, 
all of the removed vegetative material shall be either chipped on site or taken to an 
appropriate recycling site, or if a site is not available, a licensed disposal site. (Based on 
PCAPCD Rule 304). 

l. Any device or process that discharges 2 pounds per day or more of air contaminants into 
the atmosphere, as defined by Health and Safety Code Section 39013, may require an 
PCAPCD permit. Developers/contractors should contact the PCAPCD before construction 
and obtain any necessary permits before the issuance of a Building Permit. (PCAPCD Rule 
501). 

m. The contractor shall utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel (e.g., 
gasoline, biodiesel, natural gas) generators rather than temporary diesel power generators.  

n. The contractor shall minimize idling time to a maximum of 5 minutes for all diesel-powered 
equipment. (Placer County Code Chapter 10, Article 10.14). 

o. Idling of construction-related equipment and construction-related vehicles shall be 
minimized within 1,000 feet of any sensitive receptor (i.e., house, hospital, or school). 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 9-1 requires On-Site Soil Testing; preparation and implementation of an Asbestos 
Dust Control Plan, if needed, consistent with PCAPCD Rule 228 and Section 93105 of the California 
Health and Safety Code; and if asbestos containing soil is found on trail surfaces, the asbestos dust 
control plan must include provisions, including capping or other treatment of trail surfaces to avoid 
exposure by trail users. Mitigation Measure S9-2 requires a list of standard notes listed on all 
Grading/Improvement Plans. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 9-1 and S9-2 would reduce 
impacts associated with potential exposure to naturally occurring asbestos to a less-than-significant 
level. 
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NOISE 
Impact 10-3: Noise—Increases in Transportation-Related Noise Levels. 

Short-term construction of the proposed project would not result in a noticeable (i.e., 3 A-weighted 
decibels (dBA) or greater) increase in traffic noise levels along area roadways. Noise increases 
associated with construction traffic would be temporary and would occur during the less noise-sensitive 
daytime hours. Long-term traffic associated with project operation would not exceed Placer County 
standards but would result in a noticeable (i.e., 3 dBA or greater) increase in traffic noise levels along 
area roadways. Short- and long-term traffic-generated noise levels would not exceed applicable Placer 
County noise standards; however, long-term traffic would increase ambient noise at nearby existing 
noise-sensitive receptors. This impact would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 10-1: Restrict General Public Traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 Minutes after 
Sunset. 

The County shall restrict all long-term general public traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset 
by ensuring that the expansion area parking gates are closed and locked outside of these times. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-1, traffic noise level increases on Garden Bar 
Road North would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more), as shown in Table 
10-1.  

Mitigation Measure S10-2: Use of pavement or similar hard material is required when 
laying the final surface on access roads and limit vehicle speeds to 25 mph. 

The County shall use paving or similar hard surfacing material when constructing new access 
roads to reduce tire noise generated from interaction with gravel. Vehicle speeds on the newly 
constructed access roads shall be limited to 25 mph.  

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 10-1 requires the County to restrict all long-term general public traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 
minutes after sunset by ensuring that the expansion area parking gates are closed and locked outside 
of these times. Mitigation Measure S10-2 requires paving or similar hard surfacing material when 
constructing new access roads to reduce tire noise generated from interaction with gravel and requires 
speed limits below 25 mph. With implementation of Mitigation Measure S10-2 traffic noise level 
increases would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more). With implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 10-1 and S10-2, potential increases in transportation-related noise would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Impact 11-1: Hydrology and Water Quality—Potential for Short-Term, Construction-Related Soil 
Erosion and Impairment of Water Quality. 

The proposed trails expansion project construction could cause short-term degradation of water quality. 
Areas where vegetation would be removed, and topography altered could be subject to erosion from 
rain and wind. In addition, accidental spills of construction-related contaminants could occur during 
construction in the project area. Both of these mechanisms could carry soil and construction-related 
contaminants to on-site drainages before they are ultimately discharged to Raccoon Creek. This impact 
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would be potentially significant because the construction areas are close enough to the creeks and river 
that spills or eroded sediment could reach the waterways. 

Mitigation Measure 11-1: Prepare and Implement a Grading and Drainage Plan. 

The County shall prepare and submit Grading and Drainage Plans (Plans) and specifications 
(per the requirements of Section II of the Land Development Manual that are in effect at the time 
of submittal) for review and approval of work associated with structural design, hydrology 
associated with the bridges, and grading/drainage associated with the facility development 
zone. The Plans shall show all conditions affecting those facilities as well as pertinent 
topographical features. All existing and proposed utilities and easements, on-site and adjacent 
to those facilities, which may be affected by planned construction, shall be shown on the plans. 
The County shall pay plan check and inspection fees as applicable.  

All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation, tree impacts, and tree removal 
associated with the proposed trails expansion project, including access roads, parking areas, 
overlooks, bridges and trails shall be shown on the Plans and all work shall conform to 
provisions of the County Grading Ordinance (Section 15.48, formerly Chapter 29, Placer County 
Code) and the Placer County Flood Control District’s Stormwater Management Manual. No 
grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall occur until the Plans are approved and any required 
temporary construction fencing has been installed and inspected by a member of the Design 
Review Committee. All cut/fill slopes included in the Plans shall be at 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) 
maximum unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and Design Review Committee concurs 
with said recommendation. 

In addition, a drainage report in conformance with the requirements of Section 5 of the Land 
Development Manual and the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual that are in 
effect at the time of submittal shall be prepared and submitted with the Plans. The report shall 
be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall, at a minimum, include: written text 
addressing existing conditions, the effects of the improvements, all appropriate calculations, a 
watershed map, increases in downstream flows, proposed on- and off-site improvements and 
drainage easements to accommodate flows from this project. The report shall identify water 
quality protection features and methods to be used both during construction and for long-term 
post-construction water quality protection. BMP measures shall be provided to reduce erosion, 
water quality degradation, and prevent the discharge of pollutants to stormwater to the 
maximum extent practicable. In addition, routine maintenance shall be performed on trails 
expansion facilities to reduce erosion to the extent possible and to repair weather-related 
damage that could contribute to erosion.  

Mitigation Measure S5-1 in Chapter 5.0, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity”: Obtain 
Authorization for Construction and Operation Activities with the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Measures as 
Required. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 11-1 requires the County to prepare and implement a grading and drainage plan 
that conforms to the provisions of the County Grading Ordinance (Section 15.48, formerly Chapter 29, 
Placer County Code) and the Placer County Flood Control District’s Stormwater Management Manual 
as wells as with the requirements of Section 5 of the Land Development Manual. Mitigation Measure 
S5-1 requires the County to obtain authorization for construction and operation activities from the 
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Central Valley Regional Water Quality Board and implement erosion and sediment control measures as 
required, including stormwater, construction, and post-development BMPs, to reduce the amount of soil 
eroding and entering area waterways. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 11-1 and S5-1 would 
reduce impacts associated with the potential for short-term, construction-related soil erosion and 
impairment of water quality to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Impact 11-2: Hydrology and Water Quality—Potential for Long-Term Soil Erosion and 
Impairment of Water Quality. 

Areas from which vegetation has been removed could be subject to erosion from rain and wind. These 
mechanisms could carry soil into intermittent drainages before they are ultimately discharged to 
Raccoon Creek or the Bear River. The proposed trails would be maintained as an exposed dirt surface 
that would increase the amount of soil exposed to wind and water erosion. Extreme weather events in 
combination with the disturbed areas could increase erosion and decrease water quality. This impact is 
considered potentially significant. 

See Mitigation Measure 11-1 above: “Prepare and Implement a Grading and Drainage 
Plan.” 

Mitigation Measure S5-1 in Chapter 5.0, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity”: Obtain 
Authorization for Construction and Operation Activities with the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Measures as 
Required. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 11-1 requires the County to prepare and implement a grading and drainage plan 
that conforms to the provisions of the County Grading Ordinance (Section 15.48, formerly Chapter 29, 
Placer County Code) and the Placer County Flood Control District’s Stormwater Management Manual 
as wells as with the requirements of Section 5 of the Land Development Manual. Mitigation Measure 
S5-1 requires the County to obtain authorization for construction and operation activities from the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Board and implement erosion and sediment control measures as 
required, including stormwater, construction, and post-development BMPs, to reduce the amount of soil 
eroding and entering area waterways. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 11-1 and S5-1 would 
reduce impacts associated with the potential for long-term soil erosion and impairment of water quality 
to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Impact 11-3: Hydrology and Water Quality—Change in the Quality of Groundwater related to 
Installation of a Septic System. 

Operation of septic systems was proposed as part of the 2010 analysis and is also proposed for the 
proposed Trails Expansion project. There is the potential that installing on-site septic systems could 
change the quality of the groundwater in the expansion area if the septic systems are not sited properly. 
Although suitable soils have been identified at each of the new parking areas, the potential still exists 
for changes in groundwater quality to occur if on-site wells are not properly constructed and maintained. 
This impact would be potentially significant. 

76



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR   
CEQA Findings of Fact 33  

Mitigation Measure 11-2: Implement Groundwater Protection through a Transient Non-
community Water System Permit. 

A HFRP Groundwater Systems Operation Procedure is in place for the existing well serving the 
restroom and facilities at the Mears Place parking area as well as the existing well at the ranch 
house. Pump performance and system leakage inspections are part of the regular maintenance 
routine under this procedure. One Park staff member is trained and tasked with water sampling 
at monthly intervals. The County employs qualified plumbers and electricians to correct any 
system failures. The Placer County Parks Division, which is a division of the Department of 
Public Works, operates the well and distribution system serving the public facilities at the 
existing Mears Place parking area under a Transient Non-community Water System Permit 
administered by the Placer County Environmental Health Department.  

A separate permit would be obtained to include any additional wells that serve public facilities 
within the existing HFRP or trails expansion areas, and the conditions of the permit would be 
implemented to protect groundwater. The siting of any additional wells shall comply with the 
Placer County Water Well Construction Ordinance (Placer County Code Subchapter 8, effective 
July 19, 1990), and California Well Standards, Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90, 
June 1991.  

A Groundwater Systems Operation Procedure or applicable equivalent would be prepared for 
any additional wells and adhered to as part of the permit conditions and ongoing operation. The 
objectives of the procedure shall be to ensure that: 

• Water sources are not at risk of contamination from either tampering, pollutant discharge 
into the well head area, or latent groundwater contaminants. 

• The responsible management agency has the technical capacity to operate the system to 
public health standards. 

• The procedure would include the following elements: 

• The minimum horizontal distance between any additional wells and any sewer line or storm 
drain main or lateral shall be 50 feet. The minimum horizontal distance between a public 
well and a septic tank shall be a minimum of 100 feet and between a public well and sewage 
disposal field shall be a minimum of 150 feet. If seepage pits are required, a minimum 
setback of 200 feet from a public well shall be maintained. Any other setbacks deemed 
necessary by Environmental Health will be met. 

• A Bacteriological and Chemical Monitoring and Reporting Program, approved by the Placer 
County Environmental Health Division. 

• An operations and maintenance program including inspection of the distribution system and 
well head assembly. 

• An emergency operations and repair program.  
If well-monitoring samples show that groundwater quality is deteriorating, prompt actions shall 
be initiated to remedy problems, as specified by the Placer County Environmental Health 
Department and/or Central Valley RWQCB. These actions could include but would not be 
limited to the use of injection wells or other recharge methods, closing the well and chlorinating 
the water, decommissioning the well and re-siting, or other water treatment alternatives such as 
construction of an on- or off-site water treatment plant. Some of these actions may be subject to 
additional CEQA analysis and other regulatory compliance. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 11-2 would reduce the potentially significant impact related to groundwater quality 
impairment to a less-than-significant level, because the Groundwater Systems Operation 
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Procedure would enable the project applicant(s) to acquire the data and information necessary 
to manage the groundwater resource such that adverse impacts do not occur. This would 
enable detection of any negative changes to groundwater quality or quantity. If necessary, 
additional strategies to maintain the quality of groundwater at the project site and downgradient 
would be implemented following additional CEQA review.  

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 11-2 specifies siting of any additional wells shall comply with the Placer County 
Water Well Construction Ordinance (Placer County Code Subchapter 8, effective July 19, 1990), and 
California Well Standards, Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90, June 1991. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure 11-2 requires preparation of a Groundwater Systems Operation Procedure or 
applicable equivalent for any additional wells and adhered to as part of the permit conditions and 
ongoing operation that shows water sources are not at risk of contamination and the responsible 
management agency has the technical capacity to operate the system to public health standards. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 11-2 would reduce impacts associated with changes in the 
quality of groundwater related to installation of a septic system to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Impact 11-4: Hydrology and Water Quality—Change in the Supply and Availability of 
Groundwater through Withdrawals, Interception, or Loss of Recharge Capacity. 

While soil compaction from constructed facilities could slightly impede recharge in localized areas, only 
approximately 18 acres of the 2,765+/- acres of HFRP Trails Expansion project (full build-out) would be 
developed with impervious surfaces.  In comparison, the Reduced Project would develop approximately 
3.4 acres with impervious surfaces. Installation of groundwater wells for uses related to the park and 
proposed project facilities could increase the demand for groundwater; however, project-related 
groundwater demand would not be substantial and is similar to yield rates found in private wells in the 
project vicinity. In addition, the demand for water is limited by the number of people permitted to visit 
under the reservation system. Proposed project-related water needs include water necessary for fire 
suppression, but the 2009 water demand calculation report did not evaluate project requirements 
related to fire suppression. This impact would be potentially significant. 

See Mitigation Measure 11-2 above: “Implement Groundwater Protection through a 
Transient Non-community Water System Permit.” 

Mitigation Measure 11-3: Calculate Water Demands for Fire Suppression. 

If groundwater is to be used for emergency fire suppression water, the County shall amend the 
April 7, 2009, Water Demand Calculation Report (Placer County 2009) to include fire 
suppression water requirements. If it is found that fire suppression requirements combined with 
water demands for other proposed uses is consistent with yields found in nearby private wells 
(1.3 to 7 gallons per minute [gpm]) then no further mitigation is required. If fire suppression 
requirement surpasses yields found in nearby private wells, one of the following shall be done: 

• modify proposed uses at each well location to be consistent with available water that would 
not surpass similar yields of nearby wells; 

• utilize Nevada Irrigation District raw irrigation water sources including but not limited to 
existing canals and ponds, new ponds, and/or irrigation fed underground storage tanks;  
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• fill storage tanks during off-peak periods when use is limited (i.e., winter and nighttime 
periods); 

• import water needed to meet fire suppression requirements for emergency storage tanks via 
water trucks so that this water is not being pulled from the wells.  

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 11-2 specifies siting of any additional wells shall comply with the Placer County 
Water Well Construction Ordinance (Placer County Code Subchapter 8, effective July 19, 1990), and 
California Well Standards, Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90, June 1991. If groundwater is 
to be used for emergency fire suppression water, Mitigation Measure 11-3 requires the County to amend 
the April 7, 2009, Water Demand Calculation Report (Placer County 2009) to include fire suppression 
water requirements to determine if water demands for other proposed uses is consistent with yields found 
in nearby private wells or if additional water supplies would be necessary. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 11-2 and 11-3 would reduce impacts associated with changes in the supply and availability 
of groundwater through withdrawals, interception, or loss of recharge capacity to a less-than-
significant level. 
 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 12-1: Biological Resources—Potential Disturbance of Aquatic Habitats and the Native 
Fish Community. 

Several native fish species occur in Raccoon Creek and in the Bear River; special-status fish species, 
including steelhead and fall-/late fall-run chinook salmon, could occur in Raccoon Creek downstream of 
the project area. Construction of trails, parking facilities, and bridges over Raccoon Creek could result 
in temporary and long-term degradation of aquatic habitats, loss of important shaded riverine aquatic 
(SRA) habitat functions, and increased injury or mortality of fishes related to increased angling 
pressure. Depending on the design used, the long-term presence of bridges across Raccoon Creek 
could have an adverse effect on geomorphic processes and associated habitat functions in the creek. 
This impact would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measure S12-1: Implement Measures to Protect Aquatic Habitats and the 
Native Fish Community.  

The County and its primary construction contractor shall implement the following measures to 
reduce impacts on aquatic habitats and the native fish community in the project area: 

• All in-water construction activities shall be conducted during months when sensitive fish 
species are less likely to be present or less susceptible to disturbance (i.e., April 15 – 
October 15 or as directed by CDFW). 

• The County shall obtain and implement the conditions of a California Fish and Game Code 
Section 1600 streambed alteration agreement. CDFW shall be consulted regarding potential 
disturbance to fish habitat, including SRA habitat, as agreement, pursuant to Section 1602 
of the California Fish and Game Code. Affected habitats shall be replaced and/or 
rehabilitated to the extent feasible and practicable. The acreage of riparian habitat that 
would be removed shall be replaced or rehabilitated on a “no-net-loss” basis in accordance 
with CDFW regulations and as specified in the streambed alteration agreement. Habitat 
restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement shall be at a location and by methods 
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agreeable to CDFW. Minimization and compensation measures adopted through the 
permitting process shall be implemented. 

• In the event the Placer County Conservation Program (PCCP) is adopted prior to submittal 
of improvement plans for this project or prior to the project’s own State and federal permits 
being obtained for effects associated with listed species and their habitats, waters of the 
State, and waters of the U.S., then Mitigation Measure 12-2 may be replaced with the 
PCCP’s mitigation fees and conditions on covered activities to address this resource impact 
and avoidance and minimization measures as set forth in the PCCP implementation 
document to the extent compliance with the PCCP provides equal or greater mitigation or 
reduction in the significance of impacts. If PCCP enrollment is chosen and/or required by the 
State and federal agencies as mitigation for one or more biological resource area impacts, 
then the PCCP avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures shall apply only to those 
species, habitat types, and waters that are covered by the PCCP. 

• The County shall consult and coordinate with CDFW to develop regulations and limits for 
angling in Raccoon Creek, restrict angling activities while adult steelhead and salmon are 
present, and coordinate on enforcement of the area to monitor and regulate fishing 
activities. 

Mitigation Measure S12-2: Replace, Restore, or Enhance Affected Jurisdictional Waters 
of the United States and Waters of the State. 

• Prior to construction, the County shall obtain a verified wetland delineation from U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE). Based on the results of the verified delineation, the County 
shall commit to replace, restore, or enhance on a “no net loss” basis, in accordance with 
USACE and the Central Valley RWQCB, the acreage of all waters of the United States and 
wetland habitats that would be affected by implementation of the project. Wetland 
restoration, enhancement, and/or replacement shall be at a location and by methods 
agreeable to USACE, CDFW, and the Central Valley RWQCB, as determined during the 
Sections 404, 1602, and 401 permitting processes. 

• Authorization for the fill of jurisdictional waters of the United States shall be secured from 
USACE through the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permitting process before any fill is 
placed in jurisdictional wetlands. Timing of compliance with the specific conditions of the 404 
permit shall be in accordance with conditions specified by USACE as part of permit 
issuance. In its final stage and once approved by USACE, this mitigation plan shall detail 
proposed wetland restoration, enhancement, and/or replacement activities that would 
ensure no net loss of jurisdictional wetlands function and services in the project vicinity. As 
required by Section 404, approval and implementation of the wetland mitigation and 
monitoring plan shall ensure no net loss of jurisdictional waters of the United States, 
including jurisdictional wetlands.  

• In the event the PCCP is adopted prior to submittal of improvement plans for this project or 
prior to the project’s own State and federal permits being obtained for effects associated 
with listed species and their habitats, waters of the State, and waters of the U.S., then 
Mitigation Measure 12-2 may be replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and conditions on 
covered activities to address this resource impact and avoidance and minimization 
measures as set forth in the PCCP implementation document to the extent compliance with 
the PCCP provides equal or greater mitigation or reduction in the significance of impacts. If 
PCCP enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State and federal agencies as mitigation 
for one or more biological resource area impacts, then the PCCP avoidance, minimization 
and mitigation measures shall apply only to those species, habitat types, and waters that are 
covered by the PCCP. 
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• Alternatively, if the project proceeds before adoption of the PCCP or if the PCCP is not 
approved, the applicant may choose to utilize the Western Placer County Voluntary Interim 
In Lieu Fee Program (VIILF) to satisfy USACE and RWQCB mitigation requirements for the 
project’s impacts to aquatic resources. The applicant shall be required to enter into both a 
Western Placer County In Lieu Fee Program Credit Transfer Agreement and an Interim Fee 
Credit Agreement with the County. If the VIILF is chosen, then Mitigation Measure 12-2 may 
be replaced with the payment of the interim fee. 

• Water quality certification pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA is required as a condition of 
issuance of the 404 permit. Before construction in any areas containing wetland features, 
the County shall obtain water quality certification for the project. Any measures required as 
part of the issuance of water quality certification shall be implemented. 

Mitigation Measure S5-1 in Chapter 5.0, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity”: Obtain 
Authorization for Construction and Operation Activities with the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Measures as 
Required. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure S12-1 requires all in-water construction activities to be conducted during months 
when sensitive fish species are less likely to be present or less susceptible to disturbance, obtain and 
implement the conditions of a California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 streambed alteration 
agreement, and consult and coordinate with CDFW to develop regulations, limits, and monitoring of 
fishing activities. 
In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures S12-1 and S12-2, or the payment of fees, and 
incorporation of avoidance and minimization measures consistent with the PCCP if the plan were 
adopted prior to project construction would ensure that all waters of the United States and wetlands are 
replaced, restored, or enhanced on a no-net loss basis. 
Mitigation Measure S5-1 requires the County to obtain authorization for construction and operation 
activities from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Board and implement erosion and sediment 
control measures as required, including stormwater, construction, and post-development BMPs, to 
reduce the amount of soil eroding and entering area waterways. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures S12-1, S12-2, and S5-1, impacts associated with potential 
disturbance of aquatic habitats and the native fish community would be less than significant. 
 
Impact 12-2: Biological Resources—Potential Disturbance of California Red-Legged Frog. 

Marginal habitat for California red-legged frog occurs in and near the project area. Construction of the 
access/parking areas on Twilight Ride property and other areas near potential California red-legged 
frog habitat could directly or indirectly affect this species. The Reduced Project would not include 
roadway and parking improvements in the Curtola Ranch Road/Harvego Preserve area, and would 
therefore eliminate the potential for an impact in that portion of the project area. Nonetheless, due to  
construction of the access/parking areas on other areas, this impact would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure S12-3: Implement Measures to Protect California Red-Legged Frog.  

The County and its primary construction contractor shall implement the following measures to 
reduce impacts on California red-legged frogs: 
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• Before any work in or within 200 feet of aquatic habitat, the County shall determine whether 
aquatic habitat is occupied by California red-legged frog, in consultation with U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS). This determination may be supported by a habitat assessment 
for California red-legged frog prepared according to USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2005) as 
revised, and focused surveys if recommended by USFWS. If aquatic habitat in the project 
area is not occupied by California red-legged frog, there would be no impacts on this 
species and no further mitigation would be required. 

• If aquatic habitat in the project area is occupied by California red-legged frog, the County 
shall minimize impacts on California red-legged frog by implementing the following 
measures: 

• Worker awareness training shall be provided to construction crews working in California 
red-legged frog habitat. At a minimum, the training shall include a description of California 
red-legged frog and its habitat and their importance, general measures that are being 
implemented to conserve California red-legged frog as such measures relate to the 
project, and the boundaries within which construction activities shall occur. 

• Suitable California red-legged frog habitat shall be surveyed 2 weeks before the start of 
construction activities. If California red-legged frogs, tadpoles, or eggs are found, they 
may be moved from the project area only by a qualified and permitted biologist and with 
project-specific regulatory agency approval. If California red-legged frogs are not 
identified, construction may proceed. 

• Exclusionary fencing (i.e., silt fences) shall be installed no more than 200 feet around all 
areas that are within or adjacent to California red-legged frog habitat. 

• A USFWS-approved biologist shall be present at active project areas until the removal of 
California red-legged frog, instruction of workers, and habitat disturbance have been 
completed. After this time, the County shall designate a person to monitor on-site 
compliance with all minimization measures. 

• If any work area will be temporarily dewatered by pumping, intakes shall be completely 
screened with wire mesh not larger than 5 millimeters. Water shall be released 
downstream at an appropriate rate to maintain downstream flows during construction and 
in such a manner as to prevent erosion. Dewatering structures shall be removed upon 
completion of the project. 

• Guidelines shall be implemented to protect water quality and prevent erosion, as outlined 
in the BMPs in Mitigation Measure 11-1, “Obtain Authorization for Construction Activities 
with the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and 
Sediment Control Measures as Required.” 

• The County shall compensate for permanently lost habitat by developing and/or 
implementing a habitat creation/restoration plan for California red-legged frog. This plan 
shall, at a minimum, compensate for lost habitat on an acre-for-acre basis, and it shall 
include verifiable performance criteria and remediation measures developed with USFWS 
during the Section 7 consultation process.  

• In the event the PCCP is adopted prior to submittal of improvement plans for this project 
or prior to the project’s own State and federal permits being obtained for effects 
associated with listed species and their habitats, waters of the State, and waters of the 
U.S., then Mitigation Measure 12-2 may be replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and 
conditions on covered activities to address this resource impact and avoidance and 
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minimization measures as set forth in the PCCP implementation document to the extent 
compliance with the PCCP provides equal or greater mitigation or reduction in the 
significance of impacts. If PCCP enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State and 
federal agencies as mitigation for one or more biological resource area impacts, then the 
PCCP avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures shall apply only to those 
species, habitat types, and waters that are covered by the PCCP. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure S12-3, Implement Measures to Protect California Red-Legged Frog, requires 
coordination with the USFWS to determine if California red-legged frogs could be affected by proposed 
construction. It also requires implementation of appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for 
these impacts. Alternatively, if the PCCP were adopted prior to project construction then the County 
could rely on the coverage offered by this plan by incorporating the avoidance and minimization 
measures and payment of the required development fee. Under either scenario, potential impacts on 
California red-legged frogs would be reduced to less than significant. 
 
Impact 12-3: Biological Resources—Potential Disturbance of Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog and 
Western Pond Turtle. 

Construction and installation of proposed trails, roads, and foot bridges across drainages, and parking 
improvements in the vicinity of drainages, may affect foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond 
turtles by causing the temporary release of sediments in the water. During the breeding season direct 
effects could result from physically disturbing foothill yellow-legged frog egg masses, larvae, or adults. 
Indirect effects could result from the release of sediments or hazardous materials into aquatic habitat. 
Temporary indirect impacts associated with construction would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure S12-4: Implement Measures to Protect Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog 
and Northwestern Pond Turtle.  

The County and its contractor shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
foothill yellow-legged frogs and northwestern pond turtles: 

• Construction of foot bridges and trails across smaller drainages shall occur when the 
drainages are dry, to the extent feasible. 

• Before any work in Racoon Creek, the County shall determine, in consultation with CDFW, 
whether aquatic habitat at work sites would support foothill yellow-legged frog and/or 
northwestern pond turtle habitat. If no aquatic habitat for foothill yellow-legged frog or 
northwestern pond turtle habitat occurs at a work site, there would be no impacts on these 
species and no further mitigation is required. 

• If aquatic habitat for foothill yellow-legged frog and/or northwestern pond turtle is present at 
work sites, the County shall minimize impacts on these species by implementing the 
following measures: 

• Worker awareness training shall be provided to construction crews working in foothill 
yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle habitat. At a minimum, the training shall 
include a description of foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle and their 
habitats and their importance, general measures that are being implemented to conserve 
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foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle as such measures relate to the 
project, and the boundaries within which construction activities shall occur. 

• Suitable foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle aquatic habitat shall be 
surveyed within 2 weeks before the start of construction activities. If northwestern pond 
turtles or foothill yellow-legged frogs, tadpoles, or eggs are found, they may be moved 
from the project area only with CDFW approval and appropriate take permits. If neither 
northwestern pond turtle nor foothill yellow-legged frog is identified, construction may 
proceed. 

• A qualified biologist holding the appropriate take permits shall be present at active work 
sites until the removal of foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle, 
instruction of workers, and habitat disturbance have been completed. After this time, the 
County shall designate a person to monitor on-site compliance with all minimization 
measures. 

• If any work site will be temporally dewatered by pumping, intakes shall be completely 
screened with wire mesh not larger than 5 millimeters. Water shall be released 
downstream at an appropriate rate to maintain downstream flows during construction and 
in such a manner as to prevent erosion. Dewatering structures shall be removed upon 
completion of the project. 

• Alternatively, the County may purchase credit for permanently lost habitat at an approved 
mitigation bank.  

• In the event the PCCP is adopted prior to submittal of improvement plans for this project or 
prior to the project’s own State and federal permits being obtained for effects associated 
with listed species and their habitats, waters of the State, and waters of the U.S., then 
Mitigation Measure 12-2 may be replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and conditions on 
covered activities to address this resource impact and avoidance and minimization 
measures as set forth in the PCCP implementation document to the extent compliance with 
the PCCP provides equal or greater mitigation or reduction in the significance of impacts. If 
PCCP enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State and federal agencies as mitigation 
for one or more biological resource area impacts, then the PCCP avoidance, minimization 
and mitigation measures shall apply only to those species, habitat types, and waters that are 
covered by the PCCP. 

• Guidelines shall be implemented to protect water quality and prevent erosion, as outlined in 
the BMPs in Mitigation Measure 11-1, “Obtain Authorization for Construction Activities with 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and 
Sediment Control Measures as Required.” 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure S12-4: Implement Measures to Protect Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog and Western 
Pond Turtle, requires working in intermittent drainages occur only when they are dry, pre-construction 
surveys and coordination with CDFW to assess the potential for these species to occur in or near work 
areas, and other measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for potential impacts on these species. 
Alternatively, if the PCCP were adopted prior to project construction then the County could rely on the 

84



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR   
CEQA Findings of Fact 41  

coverage offered by this plan by incorporating the avoidance and minimization measures and payment 
of the required development fee. Under either scenario, impacts on foothill yellow-legged frog and 
western pond turtle would be reduced to less than significant. 
 
Impact 12-4: Biological Resources—Potential Disturbance of Nests of Raptors and Other Birds.  

Direct construction-related impacts on nesting birds include destruction of nests or eggs as a result of 
vegetation trimming, tree removal, and grading. Indirect impacts on nesting birds, including special-
status species, include visual or auditory disturbance from construction noise and human presence. 
These types of disturbance could result in nest abandonment or failure by deterring birds from preferred 
nest and foraging sites, and/or distracting adults from tending to their eggs or young. Nesting golden 
eagles are particularly sensitive to disturbances near their nests. Direct or indirect disturbance to 
nesting raptors and non-raptors that resulted in nest failure would be a potentially significant impact. 
Vegetation removal and ground disturbance could result in direct or indirect impacts on nests of raptors 
and non-raptor birds, including special-status species, and could cause nest abandonment or failure. 
This impact would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure S12-5: Implement Measures to Protect Raptors and Other Nesting 
Birds.  

The County and its contractors shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
raptors and other nesting birds: 

• If construction activities or vegetation removal, including tree and shrub removal, occurs 
between February 15 and August 31, a qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for nesting 
birds in the proposed construction area and 500 feet beyond the project construction 
footprint. Surveys shall be conducted no more than two weeks 3 days before the start of the 
activity. If no active nests are found, no further mitigation is required, unless construction 
activities cease for a period of 2 weeks or more. Another pre-construction survey shall be 
conducted as described above if a lapse in construction activities of two weeks or more 
occurs.  

• If any active raptor nests are identified during surveys, then impacts on active raptor nests 
shall be avoided by establishing a buffer of 500 feet. No construction shall be conducted in 
the buffer area until a qualified biologist has determined that the young have fledged and 
that the nest is no longer active. These buffers may be reduced if a qualified biologist 
determines that such a reduction would not risk auditory or visual disturbance of the nest 
that might result in nest abandonment or nest failure nest.  

• If an active golden eagle nest, white tailed kite, American peregrine falcon, or California 
black rail is located within 0.25-mile of construction access routes or construction sites, the 
County shall: 
• Notify CDFW of the nest within one working day of discovery of the nest; and 

• Implement recommendations from CDFW to avoid disturbance to golden eagle nesting 
activities. 

• If active non-raptor nests are detected during the pre-construction surveys, a non-
disturbance buffer shall be established around the nest. The size of the buffer shall be at the 
discretion of the qualified biologist, but shall be sufficiently large to avoid nest disturbance 
that could result in reproductive failure (i.e., nest abandonment and loss of eggs and/or 
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young). Construction activities within the buffer areas will not resume until the qualified 
biologist has determined the young have fledged or are no longer at risk of disturbance. 

• If nests of special-status bird species (Cooper’s or sharp-shinned hawks, peregrine falcons, 
long-eared owls, yellow warblers, yellow-breasted chat, loggerhead shrike, black rail, or 
tricolored blackbird colony) are detected nesting in the project area or within 500 feet of 
project boundaries, the County and its contractors shall coordinate with CDFW to confirm 
that proposed nesting buffers are sufficient to avoid impacts on nesting activities. 

• If an active nest is discovered outside of the typical nesting season, it should be avoided 
using the same avoidance measures that would be applied during the typical nesting season 
until such time as the young have fully fledged and are foraging independently of their 
parents 

• In the event the PCCP is adopted prior to submittal of improvement plans for this project or 
prior to the project’s own State and federal permits being obtained for effects associated 
with listed species and their habitats, waters of the State, and waters of the U.S., then 
Mitigation Measure 12-5 may be replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and conditions on 
covered activities to address this resource impact and avoidance and minimization 
measures as set forth in the PCCP implementation document to the extent compliance with 
the PCCP provides equal or greater mitigation or reduction in the significance of impacts. If 
PCCP enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State and federal agencies as mitigation 
for one or more biological resource area impacts, then the PCCP avoidance, minimization 
and mitigation measures shall apply only to those species, habitat types, and waters that are 
covered by the PCCP. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure S12-5, Implement Measures to Protect Raptors and Other Nesting Birds, requires 
conducting pre-construction nesting bird surveys for vegetation removal or ground disturbance 
occurring during the nesting season, and establishment of non-disturbance buffers during construction 
to avoid disturbance. Alternatively, if the PCCP were adopted prior to project construction then the 
County could rely on the coverage offered by this plan by incorporating the avoidance and minimization 
measures and paying the required development fee. Under either scenario, impacts on nesting raptors 
and other birds would be reduced to less than significant. 
 
Impact 12-5: Biological Resources—Potential Disturbance of Dens and Individual Ringtails. 

Trees along riparian portions of the project area such as Raccoon Creek that are 5 inches or greater 
diameter-at-breast-height (dbh) and are hollow or have large cavities provide potential den sites for 
ringtail. Removal of such trees or other vegetation during trail construction and for road improvements 
could destroy dens, resulting in potential loss of adults and/or young. This impact would be potentially 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure 12-6: Implement Measures to Protect Ringtail and Townsend’s Big-
Eared Bat. 

The County and its contractor shall implement the following measures to protect the dens of 
ringtails and roost sites of Townsend’s big-eared bat and other bat species: 

• A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys to identify bat hibernation roosts 
and maternity sites and potential ringtail den sites in suitable habitat within 100 feet of 
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proposed trails, bridges, parking areas, and firebreaks (i.e., those areas directly affected by 
construction). For bats, the bat roost assessment shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
with experience identifying bat roosts. Bat surveys should be conducted one year in 
advance of proposed construction to allow for sufficient time to develop avoidance and 
mitigation measures in advance of construction. 

• Trees and rock outcroppings to be removed shall be assessed for potentially suitable 
colonial roost habitat in advance of removal. The assessment shall focus on mine tunnels, 
caves, abandoned buildings, and trees and rock outcroppings that exhibit characteristics 
that provide high quality roost habitat, such as snags with apparent cavities or sloughing 
bark, large-diameter trees with basal hollows, large diameter trees with indications of 
senescence (process of deterioration with age), live trees with dead tops, and large rock 
outcroppings containing fissures or flakes. The survey shall also search for indications of 
use by ringtails and by bats in suitable roost sites (e.g., scat or guano, urine or oil staining, 
bat smells, audible bat noises, visible bats). Visual inspections shall be aided as appropriate 
by the use of spotlights, binoculars, and borescopes, and shall avoid undue disturbance to 
roosting bats in a sensitive state (e.g., rearing or hibernation). 

• For ringtail surveys, den site surveys should focus on trees 5 inches dbh or greater in 
riparian areas, particularly those with cavities. 

• The County shall avoid locating trails and other project features within 100 feet of potential 
bat roosts and ringtail dens. If avoidance is not possible, the County shall survey those 
locations to determine if they are occupied by the target species.  

• If removal of a roost site occupied by Townsend’s big-eared bats cannot be avoided, the 
County will consult with CDFW to determine the appropriate course of action to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate for impacts on the roost before removal. The avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures that are implemented shall meet the following 
standards: 

• Tree removal shall be implemented with a staged approach under the guidance of a 
qualified bat biologist and in coordination with CDFW, with the goal of encouraging bats in 
residence to leave before habitat is removed. These measures could include limbing the 
tree a day before felling the tree; opening up the potential roost habitat to introduce 
disturbing airflow; introducing nighttime lighting or other disturbing elements to the roost 
area; or excluding bats from the habitat, either physically with the use of one-way doors, or 
with the use of acoustic deterrents, as practical and as approved by CDFW. 

• Lost roost habitat will be replaced by either the creation of basal hollows in existing trees, or 
with constructed artificial roosts. The replacement roost habitat shall provide comparable 
habitat to the roost that is being removed, and shall be located near suitable foraging 
habitat, as determined by CDFW. Potential ringtail den sites may be removed only from 
September through April. The County’s qualified biologist shall verify that the potential den is 
not occupied immediately before sealing it. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 12-6, Implement Measures to Protect Ringtail and Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat, 
requires pre-construction surveys to identify potential ringtail dens within 100 feet of proposed trail 
construction, and avoidance of those trees if feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, tree removal would 
be implemented in a way that would avoid and minimize direct and indirect impacts on ringtails. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 12-6, impacts on ringtails would be reduced to less than 
significant. 
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Impact 12-6: Biological Resources—Potential Disturbance of Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat and 
Other Bat Roosts. 

Limited habitat for Townsend’s big-eared bats and other bat species and bat roost sites could occur in 
the project area. Construction of trails, bridges, and parking facilities could result in the disturbance of 
maternity or winter roosts of Townsend’s big-eared bat or other bat species. 

See Mitigation Measure 12-6 above: Implement Measures to Protect Ringtail and 
Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 12-6, Implement Measures to Protect Ringtail and Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat, 
requires pre-construction surveys to identify potential bat roosts within 100 feet of proposed trail, 
bridge, or parking facility construction, and avoidance of those trees if feasible. If avoidance is not 
feasible, tree removal would be implemented in a way that would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct and 
indirect impacts on bats. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 12-6, impacts on bats would be 
reduced to less than significant. 
 
Impact 12-8: Biological Resources—Impacts on Waters of the United States and Waters of the 
State. 

A preliminary wetland delineation identified approximately 5.61 acres of potentially jurisdictional waters 
of the United States and waters of the state on the project area. impacts on jurisdictional waters 
associated with construction of trails and parking areas would be minimized to the extent feasible, but 
trail crossings of intermittent and ephemeral drainages and road construction would result in direct 
impacts on waters of the United States, including wetlands. Because the proposed project would have 
an impact on waters of the United States and waters of the state, this impact would be potentially 
significant.  

See Mitigation Measure S12-2 above: Replace, Restore, or Enhance Affected 
Jurisdictional Waters of the United States and Waters of the State. 

Mitigation Measure S5-1 in Chapter 5.0, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity”: Obtain 
Authorization for Construction and Operation Activities with the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Measures as 
Required. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure S12-2, or the payment of fees, and incorporation of avoidance 
and minimization measures consistent with the PCCP if the plan were adopted prior to project 
construction would ensure that all waters of the United States and wetlands are replaced, restored, or 
enhanced on a no-net loss basis reducing impacts to less than significant. 
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Impact 12-9: Biological Resources—Impacts on Oak Woodland Habitat. 

Although removal of trees greater than 6 inches dbh would be avoided to the extent possible by refining 
precise facility locations and trail alignments and constructing road improvements and parking facilities 
in areas with the fewest trees, some tree removal as a result of construction of the proposed project 
may be unavoidable. Native trees that are 6 inches dbh or larger are protected under the Placer County 
Tree Ordinance and oak woodland habitat is protected under Senate Bill (SB) 1334 (2004). This impact 
would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measure S12-7: Protect Oak Woodland Habitat.  

• Prior to any removal of significant trees (equal to, or greater than, six (6) inches DBH 
(diameter at breast height) or 10 inches DBH aggregate for multi-trunked trees), the project 
applicant shall obtain a tree removal permit from Placer County. In conjunction with 
submittal of a tree removal permit application, the applicant shall submit a site plan showing 
all protected trees proposed for removal. In accordance with Chapter 12.16.080 of the 
Placer County Code, the applicant shall comply with any conditions required by the Planning 
Services Division, which shall include payment of in-lieu fees. In-lieu fees shall be paid into 
the Placer County Tree Preservation Fund at $100 per inch of DBH removed or impacted. 

• In the event the Placer County Conservation Program is adopted prior to submittal of 
improvement plans for this project or prior to the project’s own State and federal permits 
being obtained for effects associated with listed species and their habitats, waters of the 
State, and waters of the U.S., then Mitigation Measure 12-7 may be replaced with the 
PCCP’s mitigation fees and conditions on covered activities to address this resource impact 
and avoidance and minimization measures as set forth in the PCCP implementation 
document to the extent compliance with the PCCP provides equal or greater mitigation or 
reduction in the significance of impacts. If PCCP enrollment is chosen and/or required by the 
State and federal agencies as mitigation for one or more biological resource area impacts, 
then the PCCP avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures shall apply only to those 
species, habitat types, and waters that are covered by the PCCP. 

• The Site Plans shall include a note and show placement of Temporary Construction 
Fencing. The applicant shall install a four-foot-tall, brightly colored (usually yellow or 
orange), synthetic mesh material fence (or an equivalent approved by the Development 
Review Committee) at the following locations prior to any construction equipment being 
moved on-site or any construction activities taking place: 
• Adjacent to any and all open space preserve areas that are within 50 feet of any 

proposed construction activity; 

• At the limits of construction, outside the critical root zone of all trees six (6) inches DBH 
(diameter at breast height), or 10 inches DBH aggregate for multi-trunk trees, within 50 
feet of any grading, road improvements, underground utilities, or other development 
activity; or, 

• Around any and all “special protection” areas such as open space parcels and wetland 
features.  

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure S12-7, which requires compensation for tree loss by paying 
in-lieu fees into the County approved oak woodland preservation fund or if the PCCP is adopted prior to 
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project construction, incorporation of avoidance and minimization measures along with payment of the 
development impact fee would reduce impacts to less than significant. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 
Impact 13-3: Public Services and Utilities—Increase in Demand for Fire and Emergency Medical 
Services. 

Construction and use of trails expansion facilities may increase the calls for service to extinguish fires 
or provide emergency medical response at the proposed trail expansion areas because more people 
would be allowed into areas that are not currently open to the public, with the exception of ongoing 
docent-led tours. This impact would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure S13-1 – County shall purchase one Light Rescue Vehicle for use by 
the Placer County Fire Department / California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (CAL FIRE). 

In order to navigate further into to the trail system within the expansion areas and to provide a 
vehicle that can not only aid with emergency medical service requests, but also provide an initial 
response with potential wildfires, the County shall fund the purchase of one light rescue vehicle 
(LRV). The LRV shall be purchased at the completion of the first phase of the Twilight Ride 
access improvements, and prior to opening of the parking area to the general public. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure S13-1 requires the County to purchase a Light Rescue Vehicle for the Placer 
County Fire Department/CAL FIRE prior to the public opening of the Twilight Ride parking area. With 
the County’s purchase of one LRV, Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE will have a more 
versatile emergency services/fire vehicle that will be able to navigate further and more quickly into the 
expansion areas. Although the County would be purchasing the LRV to address any potential additional 
emergency calls from expansion areas, the vehicle will also be available for a variety of emergency 
response calls within the greater North Auburn/Ophir areas covered by the Placer County Fire 
Department/CAL FIRE, which will help reduce response times for certain incidents throughout the 
communities. 
Project components would serve to reduce time spent on the site and minimize the need to call for 
service. The project would provide improved access for emergency vehicles to navigate remote areas 
of the County, emergency helicopter landing zones would be provided at each parking area, and a Light 
Rescue Vehicle would be purchased for Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE to assist with 
medical calls not only within HFRP and the trail expansion areas, but also within the greater North 
Auburn/Ophir area. Additionally, contracted ranger services would be proportionately increased with the 
increase in the trails network in order to assist with minor emergency service calls that do not require 
the training of emergency medical service providers.  
With implementation of Mitigation Measure S13-1 requiring a new LRV supplied by the County, and the 
additional landing zones, water tanks, and emergency roadways, as well as a proportional increase in 
ranger staff to attend to minor service calls, this impact would be less than significant. 
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Impact 13-4: Public Services and Utilities—Increase in Emergency Response Times and Need 
for Expanded Facilities. 

The proposed expansion project could cause an increase in emergency response times by redirecting 
resources to address calls within the Park leaving fewer staff to address calls for service elsewhere. 
This impact would be potentially significant. 

See Mitigation Measure S13-1 above – County shall purchase one Light Rescue Vehicle 
for use by the Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE.  

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Mitigation Measure S13-1 requires the County to purchase a Light Rescue Vehicle for the Placer 
County Fire Department/CAL FIRE prior to the public opening of the Twilight Ride parking area. With 
the County’s purchase of one LRV, Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE will have a more 
versatile emergency services/fire vehicle that will be able to navigate further and more quickly into the 
expansion areas. Although the County would be purchasing the LRV to address any potential additional 
emergency calls from expansion areas, the vehicle will also be available for a variety of emergency 
response calls within the greater North Auburn/Ophir areas covered by the Placer County Fire 
Department/CAL FIRE, which will help reduce response times for certain incidents throughout the 
communities. 
Project components would serve to reduce time spent on the site and minimize the need to call for 
service. The project would provide improved access for emergency vehicles to navigate remote areas 
of the County, emergency helicopter landing zones would be provided at each parking area, and a Light 
Rescue Vehicle would be purchased for Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE to assist with 
medical calls not only within HFRP and the trail expansion areas, but also within the greater North 
Auburn/Ophir area. Additionally, contracted ranger services would be proportionately increased with the 
increase in the trails network in order to assist with minor emergency service calls that do not require 
the training of emergency medical service providers.  
With implementation of Mitigation Measure S13-1 requiring a new LRV supplied by the County, and the 
additional landing zones, water tanks, and emergency roadways, as well as a proportional increase in 
ranger staff to attend to minor service calls, this impact would be less than significant. 
 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Impact 14-2: Hazardous Materials and Hazards—Potential for Release of Hazardous Materials 
during Construction or Operation. 

Project construction activity and ongoing maintenance may use equipment that requires small amounts 
of hazardous materials. The existing park and proposed Trails Expansion project area are located in an 
undeveloped area, and the purpose of the proposed project is to provide natural surface, multi-use 
trails for recreation in an unspoiled environment. An accidental spill or other release of even a small 
amount of a hazardous material in this area during project construction or maintenance could have a 
substantial effect on the quality of the natural environment. Therefore, this impact would be potentially 
significant.  
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Mitigation Measure 14-1: Implement Measures to Reduce Hazards Associated with 
Potential Releases of Hazardous Materials.  

The County shall ensure that the following measures are implemented before project 
construction begins: 

• The County or the County’s contractor shall prepare and implement an accidental-spill 
prevention and response plan for storage and use of hazardous materials during trail 
construction and maintenance. This plan shall identify measures to prevent accidental spills 
from leaving the area and methods for responding to and cleaning up spills before 
neighboring properties are exposed to hazardous materials. 

• The County shall ensure that any employee handling hazardous materials is trained in the 
safe handling and storage of hazardous materials and is trained to follow all applicable 
regulations with regard to such hazardous materials. 

• The primary construction contractor shall identify a staging area where hazardous materials 
will be stored during construction, in accordance with applicable state and federal 
regulations.  

Mitigation Measure S5-1 in Chapter 5.0, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity”: Obtain 
Authorization for Construction and Operation Activities with the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Measures as 
Required. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 14-1 and S5-1 would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. Mitigation Measure 14-1 requires preparation and implementation of an accidental-
spill prevention and response plan; ensuring that any employee handling hazardous materials is 
trained; and identifying a staging area where hazardous materials will be stored during construction, in 
accordance with applicable state and federal regulations. Mitigation Measure 5-1 requires the County to 
obtain authorization for construction and operation activities from the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Board and implement erosion and sediment control measures as required, including 
stormwater, construction, and post-development BMPs, to reduce the amount of soil eroding and 
entering area waterways. 
 
Impact 14-4: Hazardous Materials and Hazards—Potential Exposure of People to Hazardous 
Materials. 

There have been no recorded releases of toxic materials in the park or the proposed expansion project 
area. Several remnant mining or prospecting resources are located in the existing park and one load 
gold mine is located in the Taylor Ranch property within the expansion area that could contain 
hazardous materials. During ground preparation and construction activities, construction workers could 
come in contact with and be exposed to currently unknown hazardous materials. Therefore, this impact 
would be potentially significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 14-2: Prepare and Implement a Safety Hazard Plan and Conduct Soil 
Sampling.  

To avoid health risks to construction workers, Placer County shall require the contractor to 
prepare and implement a site health and safety plan if areas containing hazardous materials are 
to be disturbed. This plan will outline measures that will be employed to protect construction 
workers and the public from exposure to hazardous materials during remediation, demolition, 
and construction activities. The County shall consult with the contractor to determine the 
measures to be employed at the site, which could include posting notices, limiting access to the 
site, monitoring the air quality, watering, and installation of wind fences. Contractors shall be 
required to comply with state health and safety standards for all demolition work, including 
compliance with OSHA and California Department of Industrial Relations, Division of 
Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) requirements regarding exposure to asbestos-
containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP). 

For any prospecting or mining resources (Abandoned Mine Lands) that are in close proximity to 
a project facility, a Phase 2 Limited Soil Sampling (soil sampling) shall be conducted to 
determine if there are any hazardous materials present on-site. The soil sampling of the tailings 
shall be conducted during the entitlement process (i.e., conditional use permit). Soil sampling 
will determine the California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSL) of the testing protocol 
(CAM 17 metals, a list of 17 metals found typically in hazardous materials and mining sites). 
The CHHSLs are a list of 54 hazardous chemicals in soil or soil gas that the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) considers to be below thresholds for risks to 
human health. 

The soil sampling results shall be reviewed by Placer County Division of Environmental Health. 
If the soil sampling results are above the CHHSLs, then Placer County Division of 
Environmental Health would refer the project to the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC). DTSC requires the project proponent to enter their Voluntary Cleanup 
Agreement (VCA) program. The VCA typically requires more soil testing to determine the scope 
of the contamination area. Furthermore, DTSC may require a Preliminary Endangerment 
Assessment (PEA) and/or a removal action workplan (RAW). The PEA is used to discuss the 
health risks associated with hazardous materials site releases and the RAW is used to 
specifically detail the areas of the project area to have soil removed and the contaminated soils 
disposal at an appropriate solid waste facility. Following soils removal, DTSC issues a “No 
Further Action” letter indicating that the project site is safe. 

In addition, the contractor shall prepare and implement a site plan that identifies necessary 
remediation activities appropriate for proposed land uses, including excavation and removal of 
on-site contaminated soils, and redistribution of clean fill material within the project area. The 
plan shall include measures that ensure the safe transport, use, and disposal of contaminated 
soil and building debris removed from the project area. In the event that contaminated 
groundwater is encountered during site excavation activities, the contractor shall report the 
contamination to appropriate regulatory agencies, dewater the excavated area, and treat the 
contaminated groundwater to remove contaminants before discharge into the sanitary sewer 
system. The contractor shall be required to comply with the plan and with applicable local, state, 
and federal laws. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
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Mitigation Measure 14-2 requires the County to prepare and implement a safety hazard plan and 
conduct soil sampling that would reduce the potentially significant impact associated with potential 
exposure to hazardous materials to less than significant. 
 
WILDFIRE 
Impact 16-1: Wildfire—Potential for increased risk to human health through exposure to 
uncontrolled wildfire or from construction and maintenance of infrastructure that could spark a 
wildfire. 

The potential exists for the project to expose people to an uncontrolled wildfire and to exacerbate risk of 
wildfire during construction, maintenance, and public use of the trail system. Construction activities 
could exacerbate the potential risk of wildfire by adding to ignition sources within the area if not properly 
controlled. Ignition sources include hot exhaust from a vehicle parked on dry grass or welding during 
high winds sending sparks that travel through the air and land igniting dry grass. Ongoing maintenance 
to manage fuel loads and fire breaks/defensible space as well as other trail maintenance will require 
equipment that could exacerbate the risk of igniting a fire. With increased public access, there is an 
increased potential for wildfire that is caused by human activities. This impact would be potentially 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure S16-1a – Curtail certain construction and maintenance activities 
during high-risk wildfire periods. 

Construction and maintenance activities utilizing motorized equipment shall be curtailed during 
red-flag warning days and other high-risk periods characterized by low humidity and unusually 
windy conditions as determined by the Fire Department. 

Mitigation Measure S16-1b – Provide on-site source of water during certain construction 
and maintenance activities. 

Construction and maintenance activities requiring motorized equipment will maintain a source of 
water on-site to address a potential ignition event caused by construction and maintenance 
activities. 

See Mitigation Measure S13-1 above - County shall purchase one Light Rescue Vehicle 
for use by the Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE. 

Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Reduced Project, which would avoid or substantially lessen the potentially 
significant environmental effects as identified in the Final SEIR. 
The County is constructing beneficial improvements that would increase the ability of emergency 
responders to fight wildfire that presently does not exist. The project promotes fire safety through 
construction of parking areas sufficiently sized to accommodate a helicopter landing zone and the 
introduction of multiple 12,000-gallon water tanks with hydrant for use in fire suppression. The water 
tanks and helicopter landing zones would be placed at each trailhead entry. In addition, the County 
would comply with all laws, plans, policies, and regulations related to fire safety and wildfire 
suppression and would implement management actions and fire response facilities that would reduce 
the risk of wildfire. The County must also comply with S16-1a, S16-1b, and S13-1 that are intended to 
lower the risks from fires started during construction and maintenance activities, including purchase of a 
Light Rescue Vehicle for the Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE’s use. The vehicle would aid 
with potential wildfires not only within the existing HFRP and trails expansion areas, but also within the 
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jurisdiction of the Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE. Implementation of these project-specific 
components along with the implementation of the Mitigation Measures S16-1a, S16-1b, and S13-1 
would result in a less-than-significant impact from wildfires and other associated risks. 
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VIII.   Findings for Significant and Unavoidable 
Impacts of the Proposed Project 

The Board of Supervisors agrees with the characterization in the Final SEIR that there are significant 
and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. The following significant environmental impacts of the 
proposed project are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated in a manner that would substantially lessen 
the environmental impact. The Board of Supervisors finds that the project’s environmental, economic, 
social, and other benefits outweigh and override the significant adverse impact related to change in the 
environment.” (see Section XIV, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”) 

VISUAL RESOURCE 
Impact 7-3: Visual Resources—Long-Term Changes in Visual Resources Associated with the 
Improvements to Garden Bar Road and Curtola Ranch Road.  

The proposed widening Garden Bar Road during Phase 2 and 3 of the HFRP was determined to result 
in the removal of numerous existing, mature oak trees. The widening was deemed necessary to provide 
room for safe curves, appropriate lines of sight for drivers, and space for vehicles traveling in opposite 
directions to pass each other. Although construction activities would avoid native trees larger than 6 
inches dbh to the extent possible and the roadway would remain a two-lane road, numerous large trees 
would require removal (between 100 and 250, depending on the final roadway design). The 2010 
HFRP certified EIR indicated most oak trees that required removal were within 0.5-mile of the entrance 
at Garden Bar Road. Although Garden Bar Road is not a scenic highway or scenic vista, the removal of 
trees along the road would have altered existing views from adjacent residences and travelers along 
Garden Bar Road. Existing views of trees lining Garden Bar Road were found to be an important 
element in defining the aesthetic character of the project area and the HFRP project would have altered 
the views along this roadway segment permanently. Therefore, the 2010 Certified EIR determined 
changes to the scenic character of Garden Bar Road would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 7-1: Revegetate and Restore All Disturbed Areas to Minimize Visual 
Quality Impacts. 

To address the potential degradation of visual quality resulting from tree removal, the County 
shall revegetate and restore all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken between April 1 and 
October 1 shall include regular watering to ensure adequate initial growth. To the extent 
feasible, restoration of trees and shrubs shall reduce visual impacts for affected properties. 
Revegetation of disturbed areas shall promote restoration of vegetation over time that is as 
consistent as feasible with the surrounding natural landscape, recognizing constraints of the 
right-of-way and available space. The County shall prepare a restoration and revegetation plan 
that implements actions intended to mitigate the impacts on trees and vegetation removed along 
Garden Bar Road. The plan will be prepared in conjunction with detailed roadway engineering 
design, so that precise areas of disturbance are known, and the revegetation process can be 
coordinated with roadway implementation. Portions of the revegetation plan may be 
implemented on adjacent property outside the County road right-of-way by agreements with 
willing property owners.  

Mitigation Measure S12-7 in Chapter 12, “Biological Resources”: Protect Oak Woodland 
Habitat. 

Finding:  
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The Reduced Project would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impact to visual resources along 
Garden Bar Road.  Because the Reduced Project does not include either Phase 2 or Phase 3 of the 
Garden Bar parking area, widening and oak tree removal along Garden Bar Road would not be 
required, thereby eliminating the significant and unavoidable impact to visual resources along Garden 
Bar Road, and the need for Mitigation Measure 7-1, which would have required revegetation along 
Garden Bar Road. 
 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
Impact 8-3: Transportation and Circulation – Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3 subdivision (b).  

The addition of project traffic does result in an increase in vehicle miles traveled. The County does not 
have an established threshold for VMT and is not required to have a threshold in place for projects set 
out for public review prior to July of 2020, but because the project generates additional VMT beyond the 
baseline condition and it is not consistent with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Community Strategy (MTP/SCS) land use plan, the proposed project would result in a significant 
impact. 
Finding: The Board of Supervisors finds that there are no feasible changes or alterations that could be 
incorporated into the Reduced Project to avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the 
Final SEIR. The Board of Supervisors chooses to approve the Reduced Project because, in its view, 
the economic, social, technological, and other benefits resulting from the project substantially outweigh 
the significant and unavoidable impacts, as set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations 
discussed below. 
Mitigation measures for this impact are limited. Most mitigation measures that reduce VMT have low to 
negligible effects in rural areas, such as bike lanes, transit network improvements, and pedestrian 
networks. Other mitigation measures are not applicable, like commute reduction strategies and 
diversifying or intensification of land uses on the project site. The only feasible mitigation measure is 
the parking reservation system, which is already being employed as part of the project for weekends, 
holidays and other peak usage days. The parking reservation system serves to promote carpooling and 
control the amount of VMT generated by the proposed project. Even with the parking reservation 
system, the Reduced Project generates VMT inconsistent with the MTP/SCS. Therefore, this impact 
remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
 

IX. Findings for Cumulative Impacts 
The following cumulatively potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed project are 
unavoidable and cannot be mitigated in a manner that would substantially lessen the environmental 
impact. The County finds that the project’s environmental, economic, social, and other benefits 
outweigh and override the significant adverse cumulative impact related to change in the environment. 
The County hereby elects to approve the project due to overriding considerations, as set forth in the 
Section XIV of this document, “Statement of Overriding Considerations,” below.  
Please refer to Chapter 18.0, “Other CEQA Considerations,” of the Draft SEIR for a comprehensive 
discussion of cumulative impacts. Note that the impacts to visual resources associated with 
improvements to Garden Bar Road and Curtola Ranch Road identified in the Draft SEIR would not be 
applicable to the Reduced Project since it does not include improvements on Curtola Ranch Road or 
Phases 2 and 3 of the Garden Bar parking area.   
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b) - Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions.  

The proposed Reduced Project will continue to generate VMT under cumulative plus project conditions 
and since no threshold has been established by the County and the project is inconsistent with the 
MTP/SCS, the increase in VMT is a cumulatively considerable impact. Due to the rural nature of the 
project, the only feasible mitigation measure to reduce VMT is the parking reservation system which 
is included in the project description and employed for weekends, holidays, and other peak visitation 
days. Although the parking reservation system limits VMT and encourages carpooling, the increase in 
VMT remains significant and unavoidable.  
Finding: No feasible changes or alterations could be incorporated into the proposed Reduced Project 
to avoid the significant cumulative environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR; therefore, the 
cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable.  
No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce VMT of the proposed Reduced Project. Most 
mitigation measures that reduce VMT have low to negligible effects in rural areas. The only feasible 
mitigation measure is the parking reservation system, which is already being employed as part of the 
project for weekends, holidays, and other peak usage days. The parking reservation system serves to 
promote carpooling and control the amount of VMT generated by the proposed project. Even with the 
parking reservation system, VMT of the proposed Reduced Project continues to exceed the applicable 
threshold. 
The Board of Supervisors chooses to approve the Reduced Project because, in its view, the social,  
economic,and other benefits resulting from the project substantially outweigh the significant and 
unavoidable impacts, as set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations discussed below. 

X. Findings Regarding Recirculation  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an SEIR when “significant new 
information” is added to the SEIR after the lead agency gives public notice of the availability of the Draft 
SEIR but before certification. “Information” may include project changes, changes to the environmental 
setting, or additional data or other information. The Guidelines do not consider new information to be 
significant unless the lead agency changes the SEIR in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect or a feasible way to mitigate the 
impact that the agency or project proponent has declined to implement.  
Section 15088.5 states “significant new information” requiring recirculation may include:  

(1) A new significant environmental impact that had not previously been disclosed in the Draft SEIR 
would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure;  

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that had already been 
identified unless mitigation measures would be adopted to reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance;  

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure would considerably lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the project, but the proponents will not adopt it; or  
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(4) The Draft SEIR was so inadequate and conclusory that meaningful public review and comment 
were precluded.  

Recirculation is not required if new information added to the SEIR only clarifies or makes minor 
modifications to an otherwise adequate SEIR. The above standard is “not intend[ed] to promote 
endless rounds of revision and recirculation of SEIRs.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents 
of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132.) “Recirculation was intended to be an 
exception, rather than the general rule.” (Ibid.) 
The Final SEIR also includes revisions to the text of the Draft SEIR (see Final SEIR, Chapter 3, 
“Revisions to the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Text”). As discussed in the Final 
SEIR, the revisions to the text of the Draft SEIR outlined below present minor corrections, additions, 
and revisions initiated by the Lead Agency (Placer County) based on comments received during the 
public review period by reviewing agencies and/or the public, as well as minor corrections added by the 
County during preparation of the MMRP. None of the information added to the Draft SEIR altered the 
significance conclusions. Rather, the new information amplified and clarified the information provided in 
the Draft SEIR. None of the revisions or updates to the Draft SEIR’s analyses represents “significant 
new information” as that term is defined by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a).  
The revisions to the text of the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) outlined 
below present minor corrections, additions, and revisions initiated by Placer County based on 
comments received during the public review period by reviewing agencies and/or the public, as well 
as minor corrections added by the County during preparation of the MMRP.  
The County finds that recirculation of the Draft SEIR is not required: (1) because the new information 
added to the SEIR merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate SEIR 
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b); and (2) because no “substantial adverse” impact would 
result from any of the revisions to the portions of the Draft SEIR that were not recirculated (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(e)). 

XI. Legal Effect of Findings 
These findings constitute the County’s best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy bases for its 
decision to approve the proposed project in a manner consistent with the requirements of CEQA. To 
the extent that these findings conclude that various mitigation measures outlined in the Final SEIR are 
feasible and have not been modified, superseded or withdrawn, the County hereby binds itself to 
implement these measures. These findings constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into 
effect when the Board of Supervisors adopts a resolution approving the proposed project. 

XII.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6(a)(1) requires lead agencies to “adopt a reporting and 
mitigation monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition 
of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” A MMRP has 
been prepared for the proposed project and is being approved by the Board of Supervisors by the same 
Resolution that has adopted these findings. The County will use the MMRP to track compliance with 
project mitigation measures. The MMRP provides a list of all adopted project mitigation measures, 
identifies the parties responsible for implementing such measures, and identifies the timing for 
implementing each measure. The MMRP will remain available for public review during the compliance 
period. The Final MMRP is attached to and incorporated into the environmental document approval 
resolution and is approved in conjunction with certification of the SEIR and adoption of these Findings 
of Fact. 
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XIII.   Project Alternatives 
BASIS FOR ALTERNATIVES 
Public Resources Code Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such project[s].” When a lead agency finds, 
even after the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, that a project will still cause one or more 
significant environmental effects that cannot be substantially lessened or avoided, it must, prior to 
approving the project as mitigated, first determine whether there are any project alternatives that are 
feasible and that would substantially lessen or avoid the project’s significant impacts. An alternatives 
analysis was completed and included in the Final SEIR. 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subdivision (f) states that the range of alternatives required in an 
EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice. Further, CEQA Guidelines section 15126, subdivision (a) 
requires that an EIR describe a reasonable range of alternatives that would “feasibly obtain most of the 
basic project objectives” but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental 
effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.  

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED FROM FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION 
Grounds for a conclusion of infeasibility might be the failure of an alternative to fully satisfy project 
objectives deemed to be important by decision-makers, or the fact that an alternative fails to promote 
policy objectives of concern to such decision-makers. (California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa 
Cruz, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at pp. 992, 1000-1003.) It is well established under CEQA that an agency 
may reject alternatives based on economic infeasibility. (Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural 
Heritage v. City and County of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 893, 913-914; San Franciscans 
Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 774; 
Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1399-1400; Sierra 
Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1510.) In addition, the definition of feasibility 
encompasses “desirability” to the extent that an agency’s determination of infeasibility represents a 
reasonable balancing of competing economic, environmental, social, and technological factors 
supported by substantial evidence. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 
417.) The County identified the following alternative as infeasible. 

OFF SITE ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Section 15126.6(f)(2) requires the lead agency to consider alternative locations to a project if 
using an off-site location would avoid or lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Only 
locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s significant effects need be 
considered for inclusion in the SEIR. 
Suitable locations for a project that provide passive recreational opportunities and encourage land 
conservation and enhancement of native habitat are rural by definition, characterized by open space 
containing natural habitat including oak woodlands that supports wildlife. It is likely that if the project 
were to be constructed at another rural area of Placer County, impacts on visual resources and traffic 
on rural roads that do not meet current design standards would result in a similar level of impact. 
Finally, inclusion of the offsite alternative for detailed evaluation would require speculation on the part of 
the lead agency because the effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and the ability of the County to 
implement such an action is remote.  
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In addition, the County owns or has easements in place that allow the construction and operation of the 
trail expansion and related improvements. Some of the land is owned and actively managed by the 
PLT. Land Management Plans have been prepared for each preserve that establish measures to 
preserve, restore, and maintain natural habitat in perpetuity. The management plans restrict use of the 
land to specific activities considered compatible with the purpose and contains an adaptive 
management plan for land managers to use as manual for implementation. The land management 
plans permit use of the preserves for outdoor recreational activity. There is no guarantee land 
elsewhere in the County is available for acquisition that is protected and managed for preservation of 
natural resources and suitable for passive public recreation. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE SEIR 
In identifying potentially feasible alternatives to the project, the ability of alternatives to meet most of the 
project’s objectives identified in Section IV, “Project Description,” was considered. The County selected 
two alternatives to the proposed project plus the no project alternative for comparison. An SEIR need 
not describe or evaluate the environmental effects of alternatives at the same level of detail as the 
proposed project, but must include enough information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2[d]). Section 
15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that, among other alternatives, a “no project” 
alternative be evaluated in comparison to the proposed project. It states that the purpose of the “no 
project” alternative is to “allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed 
project with the impact of not approving the proposed project.” It also states that the “no project” 
analysis shall “discuss the existing conditions…, as well as what would be reasonably expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved…” Accordingly, this section provides an 
analysis of the “no project” alternative. 
The County finds that a good-faith effort was made to evaluate a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly obtain most of the basic objectives of 
the proposed project, even when the alternatives might impede the attainment of the project’s 
objectives and might be more costly. The alternatives analyzed in the Draft SEIR are briefly described 
below and a comparative analysis of the environmental effects are presented in Table 2. 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1) 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the proposed natural-surface trails and related recreational 
amenities would not be constructed and that the approximately 2,765 acres of land owned or managed 
by the PLT and County would not be open to the public other than for the docent-led tours as currently 
conducted by the PLT. Access would be limited to PLT maintenance staff, invited guests, and 
emergency vehicles. 
Selection of the No Project Alternative would avoid all significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
project, including increased VMT and a substantial change in the visual character at Garden Bar due to 
tree removal. However, under the No Project Alternative, none of the project objectives would be 
achieved.  

ABILITY OF NO PROJECT (ALTERNATIVE 1) TO ACHIEVE PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Alternative 1 would not meet any of the project objectives and does not offer beneficial effects on 
recreation compared to the proposed project. The no project alternative would not meet the goals of the 
Placer County General Plan or Placer Legacy Program, nor would it meet the intended use of the PLT 
and County-held properties and easements, namely, to utilize the properties for public recreational 
purposes including hiking, bicycling, and equestrian uses as well as for conservation of the natural 
resources. 
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REDUCED VISITOR ACCESS FOR THE THREE NEW PARKING AREAS (ALTERNATIVE 2) 

Alternative 2 assumes 30 miles of proposed natural-surface trails, two bridge crossings over Raccoon 
Creek, and stream crossings would be constructed over time as described under the proposed project. 
Alternative 2 would also provide 25 additional vehicle parking spaces at the existing Mears Place park 
entry, 30 automobile parking spaces at the Garden Bar entrance (along with the improvements 
associated with Phase 1A, 1B, and 1C of the new Garden Bar parking area), 18 automobile parking 
spaces at the Harvego parking area (in addition to other Phase 1 and 2 improvements), and 54 
automobile and 20 equestrian parking spaces, along with other corresponding improvements 
associated with Phase 1 of the Twilight Ride parking area. In total, Alternative 2 would reduce the total 
number of new automobile parking spaces to 127 and the equestrian parking spaces to 20, versus 297 
automobile and 68 equestrian spaces proposed at full buildout. Alternative 2 would eliminate the 
unavoidable significant impact associated with tree removal along Garden Bar Road and substantially 
reduce VMT, although the significant unavoidable traffic impacts would remain. However, Alternative 2 
would not implement full buildout of the parking lots, trailhead amenities, sanitation improvements and 
emergency response amenities planned for the entrances at the Garden Bar Road, Harvego, and 
Twilight Ride trailheads. 

ABILITY OF REDUCED VISITOR ACCESS FOR THE THREE NEW PARKING AREAS (ALTERNATIVE 2) TO 
ACHIEVE PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Alternative 2 would not go as far toward meeting the project objectives as fewer visitors could be 
accommodated. Alternative 2 would also not provide the same level of benefit to the community offered 
by the project because it reduces the number of water tanks and helipads for use in fighting wildfires. 
Lastly, Alternative 2 would not provide any equestrian facilities at either the Garden Bar or Harvego 
Preserve entrances, and no permanent restroom would be provided at the Harvego Preserve. 
Objectives not as fully achieved with Alternative 2 as with the proposed project include: 
 Implement the recreational resource objectives of the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural 

Conservation Program (available at https://www.placer.ca.gov/3420/Placer-Legacy), beginning on 
page 3-17 that aim to “…enhance recreational opportunities in the County by improving public trail 
access, including the construction of staging areas and parking lots, as well as the purchase of 
public access easements on private land to provide connections to public land and city trail 
connections” and “provide regional recreational facilities in the foothill region, supplementing the 
recreation opportunities provided on public lands to the east and municipal park facilities in 
urbanized areas. South Placer residents would be served by one or more large regional parks (300 
acres or greater) in a rural setting with a variety of passive recreation opportunities. Such a park 
may be connected with larger area of protected land, providing additional wildlife habitat value.”  

 Expand the existing multi-use, natural-surface trail system to provide recreational opportunities for 
the residents of Placer County and the region, while maintaining safety for park users, visitors, and 
nearby residents.  

REDUCED VISITOR ACCESS FOR GARDEN BAR ROAD ACCESS ONLY (ALTERNATIVE 3) 

Alternative 3 would construct all the project improvements except at the Garden Bar Road entrance, 
where only Phase 1A, Phase 1B, and Phase 1C improvements would take place. Phase 2 (allowing for 
additional automobiles) and Phase 3 (allowing for equestrian trailers) would be eliminated from the 
Project Description. Alternative 3 would reduce the automobile parking count at this entrance by 40 
spaces and the equestrian parking count by 20 spaces. Under Alternative 3, improvements include 30 

102



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR   
CEQA Findings of Fact 59  

miles of new native-surface trail system, two bridges crossing Raccoon Creek, access roads, and full 
build-out of the Mears, Twilight Ride, and Harvego trailheads accommodating 277 new automobile 
parking spaces and 48 new equestrian trailer parking spaces, supported with amenities including picnic 
benches and tables, restrooms, and potable water. All phases of the proposed Twilight Ride and 
Harvego trailheads as well as the additional 25 parking spaces at the Mears Place entrance would be 
open to the public and access would remain controlled by the reservation system. This Alternative 
would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impact to visual resources associated with the full 
buildout of the Garden Bar Road trailhead. However, Alternative 3 would not implement full buildout of 
the Garden Bar Road access as originally intended and would not provide a western staging area for 
equestrian trailers. 

ABILITY OF REDUCED VISITOR ACCESS FOR GARDEN BAR ROAD ONLY (ALTERNATIVE 3) TO ACHIEVE 
PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Alternative 3 would not go as far toward meeting the project objectives as fewer visitors could be 
accommodated. Alternative 3 would not provide any equestrian facilities at the Garden Bar entrance. 
Objectives not fully achieved with Alternative 3 as with the proposed project would be the same as 
described above for Alternative 2. 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
Table 2 provides a summary comparison of the environmental impacts of No Project Alternative, the 
Reduced Access Alternative (Alternative 2), and the Reduced Access for Garden Bar Only Alternative 
(Alternative 3) to the environmental impacts of the proposed HFRP Trail Expansion Project. The No 
Project Alternative would reduce all significant project impacts; however, the No Project Alternative 
does not attain any of the County’s project objectives.  
Alternative 3 would not go as far toward meeting the project objectives. Alternative 3 would alleviate the 
severity of significant project impacts to the visual character of Garden Bar Road. Keeping Garden Bar 
Road at its present width avoids tree removal and the Significant and Unavoidable impact to Visual 
Resources would be eliminated (similar to Alternative 2). Alternative 3 would not eliminate the 
significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic. Less ground disturbance is required to implement this 
alternative, and fewer air emissions would be generated during construction and operation. However, 
Alternative 3 would not decrease activity at the three new proposed trailheads, so the demand for 
public services and utilities would be greater than Alternative 2 (the environmentally superior 
alternative).  
The environmentally superior alternative would be the No Project Alternative; however, according to the 
State CEQA Guidelines, if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, an 
environmentally superior alternative must be selected from the other alternatives. The environmentally 
superior alternative among the other alternatives is Alternative 2, Reduced Trailhead Amenities 
Alternative. Alternative 2 would alleviate the severity of significant project impacts to the visual 
character of Garden Bar Road. Alternative 2 requires less land disturbance because road widening at 
Garden Bar Road is not required. Keeping Garden Bar Road at its present width avoids tree removal 
and the Significant and Unavoidable impact to Visual Resources would be eliminated. In addition, 
although Alternative 2 would not eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic, it would 
substantially reduce the vehicle trips on local roads compared to Alternative 3. Less ground disturbance 
is required to implement this alternative, and fewer air emissions would be generated during 
construction and operation. Lastly, selection of Alternative 2 would decrease activity at the three new 
proposed trailheads, so the demand for public services and utilities would be less than that of the 
project. 

103



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR   
CEQA Findings of Fact 60  

Table 2. Comparison of Environmental Impacts for HFRP Trail Expansion Project Alternatives 

Issue Area 
No Project 

(Alternative 1) 
Reduced Access 

(Alternative 2) 
Reduced Access for Garden 
Bar Road Only (Alternative 3) 

Land Use and Agricultural Resources None Similar Similar 

Biological Resources None Less  Less 

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources None Less Slightly Less 

Visual Resources None Significantly 
Less  

Significantly Less  

Transportation and Circulation None Slightly Less Slightly Less 

Air Quality None Less Slightly Less 

Noise None Less  Slightly Less 

Soils, Geology, Seismicity, and Mineral Resources None Less Slightly Less 

Hydrology and Water Quality None Less  Slightly Less 

Public Services and Utilities None Less  Slightly Less 

Hazardous Materials and Hazards None Slightly Less Slightly Less 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy None Less  Slightly Less 

Wildfire None Less Slightly Less 

 

RECOMMENDED REDUCED PROJECT  
As discussed above in the “Project Description” section, the Parks Division is recommending a 
“Reduced Project”, which is a further reduction beyond Alternative 2. The difference in the “Reduced 
Project” and Alternative 2 is that the “Reduced Project” would limit activity at the Harvego Preserve to 
12 docent-led tours per year, as is currently allowed within the agreement between the owner and the 
PLT, and would limit the traffic at the Garden Bar 40 parking area to that allowed in Phases 1A and 1C.  
This would greatly reduce the number of trips proposed on Curtola Ranch Road from that proposed 
with Alternative 2, and would also reduce the number of trips to the Garden Bar 40 parking area, 
thereby reducing the total amount of VMT.  As such, it would be considered environmentally superior to 
Alternative 2. 

FINDING 
Based on impacts identified in the SEIR and throughout this findings document, the County finds that 
the HFRP Trail Expansion Reduced Project is the most desirable, feasible, and appropriate, and 
therefore rejects the other alternatives as described in the SEIR. 

XIV. Statement of Overriding Considerations 
In determining whether to approve a project, CEQA requires all public agencies to balance the benefits 
of a project against any unavoidable environmental impacts. The Board of Supervisors approves the 
Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Reduced Project despite the significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts identified in the SEIR. The SEIR consists of two text volumes and associated 
appendices: the Draft SEIR and the Draft SEIR technical appendices, and the Final SEIR text. 
The SEIR identifies and discusses unavoidable significant impacts that would occur as a result of 
implementing the project, in addition to addressing comments received on the Draft SEIR. With 
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implementation of the MMRP adopted by the County to mitigate or avoid significant impacts on the 
environment, many of the environmental impacts of the project can be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. The Final SEIR determined that the proposed Reduced Project is expected to result in 
one significant and unavoidable impact and one significant and unavoidable cumulative impact that are 
identified below. 

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT 
The Draft SEIR concludes that all impacts associated with the proposed Hidden Falls Regional Park 
Trail Expansion Reduced Project can be mitigated to less-than-significant levels except for two that are 
considered significant and unavoidable. Each is discussed below.  

• Impact 8-3: Transportation and Circulation – Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b). The proposed project results in an increase in 
VMT. Since no threshold has been established by the County, and the proposed project is 
inconsistent with the MTP/SCS, the increase in VMT is considered significant. Due to the rural 
nature of the project, the only feasible mitigation measure to reduce VMT is the parking 
reservation system which is included as a project feature in the project description employed for 
weekends, holidays, and other peak visitation days. Although the parking reservation system 
limits VMT and encourages carpooling, the increase in VMT remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b) - Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions. The proposed project will continue to generate VMT under cumulative plus project 
conditions and since no threshold has been established by the County and the project is 
inconsistent with the MTP/SCS, the increase in VMT is a cumulatively considerable impact. Due 
to the rural nature of the project, the only feasible mitigation measure to reduce VMT is the 
parking reservation system which is included in the project description and employed for 
weekends, holidays, and other peak visitation days. Although the parking reservation system 
limits VMT and encourages carpooling, the increase in VMT remains significant and 
unavoidable.  

BENEFITS OF THE PROJECT 
In the Board’s judgment, the project and its benefits outweigh its unavoidable significant effects.  The 
following statement identifies the reasons why, in the Board’s judgment, the benefits of the project as 
approved outweigh its unavoidable significant effects.  The Board finds that each of the identified 
benefits is individually meritorious and taken together provide substantial public benefits that are 
sufficient to justify approval of the project.   
Pursuant to PRC Section 21081 and Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Board of Supervisors 
adopts and makes the following statement of overriding considerations regarding the remaining 
significant unavoidable impact of the project, as discussed above, and the anticipated social, health, 
economic, and other benefits of the project.  
The Board of Supervisors finds and determines that (1) the majority of the significant impacts of the 
project will be reduced to acceptable levels by implementation of the mitigation measures 
recommended in these findings; (2) the Board of Supervisors approval of the project as proposed will 
result in one project and one cumulative significant adverse environmental impact that cannot be 
avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level even with the incorporation of all feasible mitigation 
measures into the project; and (3) there are no other feasible mitigation measures or feasible project 
alternatives that will further mitigate, avoid, or reduce to a less-than-significant level the remaining 
significant environmental effects. 
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In light of the health, social, economic, and other considerations identified in the findings above, and the 
considerations set forth below related to this project, this Board of Supervisors chooses to approve the 
project because, in its view, the health, social, economic and other benefits resulting from the project 
substantially outweigh the project’s significant and unavoidable adverse environmental effects.  
The following statements identify the reasons why, in the Board of Supervisors judgment, the benefits 
of the project outweigh the significant and unavoidable impacts. The substantial evidence supporting 
the enumerated benefits of the project can be found in the preceding findings, which are herein 
incorporated by reference; in the project itself; and in the record of proceedings as defined above. The 
overriding consideration set forth below constitutes a separate and independent ground for finding that 
the benefits of the project outweigh its significant adverse environmental effects and is an overriding 
consideration warranting approval. 

• Opportunities for a wide variety of park users to access features within Hidden Falls 
Regional Park and the Trails Expansion area. The proposed HFRP Trail Expansion Reduced 
Project would improve and expand trails intended for public passive recreational and educational 
access without overburdening the natural resources and functional capacity of the site and 
appurtenant roadway system. The proposed project includes a multiple-use, natural-surface trail 
system that will provide recreational opportunities for the residents of Placer County as well as 
visitors, while maintaining safety for Park and Trail Expansion area users, visitors, and nearby 
residents. Without implementation of the project, much of this land would remain inaccessible to the 
public for passive recreation opportunities. 

• Open Space and Trail Benefits. In 2017, the Parks Division commissioned an online survey of 
recreational trends and needs in Placer County.  The high use and desire for trails and open space 
was a pronounced response throughout the various survey questions.  There were 3,026 responses 
to the survey.  Asked about current participation in various recreation activities, top-10 results 
included, walking, hiking, enjoying nature, accessing backcountry trails, biking/mountain biking, and 
dog walking.  Lack of parking, lack of trail connectivity, and crowded trails were listed as top 
deterrents to using County parks, trails, and open space.  Respondents stated that they placed a 
high value on the County parks, trails, and beaches because of improved health, fitness, and well-
being, visual “green spaces”, community economic vitality, encouragement of youth in the outdoors, 
preserved space for wildlife habitat, having natural places in the outdoors for exploration, controlling 
development and growth, retaining scenic and historic sites, land stewardship, and quiet enjoyment 
of nature.  Respondents expressed strong support for the County to acquire more natural 
areas/open space, and providing more trails and recreation access in open space.   
 
The proposed project meets the desires identified by survey respondents. It increases accessibility 
and ease of recreation, and addresses the obstacles identified in the survey responses as 
deterrents to those activities. Specifically, the proposed project will increase trail connectivity and 
increase parking capacity. In addition, the proposed project improves the quality of life for County 
residents overall through improved fitness and well-being and retains many scenic areas within the 
County for the benefit of all.  
 

• The staff recommended Reduced Project is consistent with the applicable policies and goals 
of the Placer County General Plan.  A discussion of the primary goals and policies related to 
recreational facilities is included below:  
• Goal 5.A: To develop and maintain a system of conveniently located, properly-designed parks 

and recreational facilities to serve the needs of present and future residents, employees, and 
visitors.  

The need for more multi-use trails has been a constant theme from the residents within Placer 
County, as heard through MAC meetings, user group meetings, and from the countywide survey 
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conducted through the Draft Parks and Trails Master Plan process. The recommended Reduced 
Project would provide the general public with 30 miles of additional trails, accompanied with 
three new access points for the different areas of the trail system. The recommended Reduced 
Project increases the convenience of open space lands and trails, and increases the trail 
network within the County, so that residents, employees and visitors have additional places 
where they can recreate. As the population of the County increases, the desire for additional 
recreational opportunities increases as well, and the recommended Reduced Project helps to 
meet that need. 

• Policy 5.A.11. Regional and local recreation facilities should reflect the character of the area and 
the existing and anticipated demand for such facilities. 

The recommended Reduced Project would provide approximately 2,765 acres of permanently 
protected open space land, complete with oak woodlands and riparian areas, that together 
would maintain the natural character of the area in perpetuity. Cattle grazing would remain 
within these areas, and would continue the agricultural history of the area, as well as provide a 
meaningful way to manage vegetation growth.  The types of uses proposed for the natural-
surface trails (hiking, biking and horse-back riding), along with rustic quality of amenities 
proposed would be similar to those existing within HFRP, and would reflect the rural character 
of the area.  The 30 miles of trails, added to what has been developed with HFRP, would help 
meet the existing and anticipated demand for these types of facilities.   

•     Policy 5.A.12. The County shall encourage recreational development that complements the natural 
features of the area, including the topography, waterways, vegetation, and soil characteristics. 

  The recommended Reduced Project would carefully weave natural-surface trails throughout the 
2,765 acres of oak studded woodlands and riparian areas and would provide vista viewpoints 
which highlight the beauty of the surrounding area. 

 
•     Policy 5.C.1. The County shall support development of a countywide trail system designed to 

achieve the following objectives: 

 c.  Provide access to recreation areas, major waterways, and vista points.  The recommended 
The proposed Reduced Project would provide access to two different watersheds that include 
Raccoon Creek and the Bear River, and would provide multiple vista points with views of the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains and surrounding foothill beauty. 
 
 d.  Provide for multiple uses (i.e., pedestrian, equestrian, bicycle).  Multi-use, natural-surface 
trails are proposed with this proposed Reduced Project. 
 
 h.  Protect sensitive open space and natural resources.  The land within the Trails Expansion 
area owned by the Placer Land Trust is permanently protected under Conservation Easements. All 
proposed trails would be constructed to preserve and respect natural and cultural resources. 
 

• Permanent protection and management of regional open space. The proposed HFRP Trail 
Expansion Reduced Project would preserve, protect and manage open space and blue oak 
woodland habitat potentially utilized by special-status species. The Proposed Project provides an 
additional measure of creating viable use and access to the land that ultimately increases public 
interest, enjoyment and perceived value in the land for open space purposes.  
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• Promotes environmental education and awareness. The proposed Reduced Project supports
the future ability to create natural, cultural, and historic education and interpretive opportunities for
youth and adults, fostering stewardship and environmental awareness. Historic use of open space
land in the region has shown that there is a strong desire for additional open space opportunities,
and specifically opportunities for persons to immerse themselves in local woodland habitat, which
ultimately leads to education and awareness of the need to protect similar areas for those visitors.

XV. Conclusion
Having reduced most of the effects of the project by adopting all feasible mitigation measures, and 
balancing the benefits of the project against the project’s significant and unavoidable adverse 
environmental impact, the Board of Supervisors hereby determines that the specific overriding social, 
health, environmental, and economic benefits of the Reduced Project set forth above outweigh the 
potential unavoidable adverse effects of the project on the environment.  
The Board of Supervisors finds that the overriding considerations set forth above constitutes a separate 
and independent basis for finding that the benefits of the Reduced Project outweigh the unavoidable 
adverse environmental effects, and warrants approval of the Reduced Project. 

XVI. References
This Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations includes all references used in 
Chapter 20, “References,” of the Draft SEIR. 
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Table 4-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

5.0 SOILS, GEOLOGY, AND SEISMICITY 

5-1 Soils, Geology, 
and Seismicity 
– 
Construction- 
and 
Operation-
Related 
Erosion 
Hazards. 

Mitigation Measure S5-1: Obtain Authorization for 
Construction and Operation Activities with the Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Measures as 
Required.  
A: Implement Stormwater BMPs. 
Water quality treatment facilities/Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) shall be designed according to the 
guidance of the California Stormwater Quality Association 
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks for 
Construction, for New Development / Redevelopment 
(2015), and for Industrial and Commercial (or other similar 
source as approved by the County).  
Storm drainage from on- and off-site impervious surfaces 
(including roads) shall be collected and routed through 
specially designed catch basins, vegetated swales, vaults, 
infiltration basins, water quality basins, filters, etc. for 
entrapment of sediment, debris and oils/greases or other 
identified pollutants, as approved by the County. BMPs shall 
be designed in accordance with the West Placer Storm Water 
Quality Design Manual for sizing of permanent post-
construction Best Management Practices for stormwater 
quality protection. No water quality facility construction 
shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area, 
floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by 
appropriate regulatory authorities. 
All permanent BMPs shall be maintained as required to 
ensure effectiveness.  

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County and 
Central Valley 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 

Board 

B: Obtain RWQCB Permit and Implement Construction 
BMPs. 
Prior to any construction commencing on projects with 
ground disturbance exceeding 1 acre, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of a WDID number generated from the 
State Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Stormwater 
Multiple Application & Reports Tracking System 
(SMARTS). This serves as the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board approval or permit under the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
construction storm water quality permit.  
BMPs shall be designed to ensure that pollutants contained in 
project-related storm water discharges are reduced to the 
maximum extent practicable and that non-storm water 
discharges are prevented from leaving the site, both during 
and after construction, as required by Placer County’s 
Stormwater Quality Ordinance. 
Construction (temporary) BMPs for the project include, but 
are not limited to: 
► Use temporary mulching, seeding, or other suitable

stabilization measures to protect uncovered soils;

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County and 
Central Valley 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 

Board 

Attachment D
Exhibit D
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

► Store materials and equipment to ensure that spills or 
leaks cannot enter the storm drain system or surface 
water; 

► Use water for dust control; 
► Construct sediment control basins; 
► Regular sweeping of entry and exit areas to minimize off-

site sediment transport; 
► Install traps, filters, or other devices at drop inlets to 

prevent contaminants from entering storm drains; and 
► Use barriers, such as straw bales, perimeter silt fences, or 

placement of hay bales, to minimize the amount of 
uncontrolled runoff that could enter drains or surface 
water. 

  C: Implement Post-Development BMPs. 
Post-development (permanent) BMPs for the project include, 
but are not limited to: 
► The project will have an effective system of erosion and 

sedimentation control, consisting of vegetative and 
structural measures and management practices, to reduce 
the damage of erosion and costly clean-up procedures.  

► Following trail construction, wattles/fiber rolls and/or 
gravel-filled bags will remain in place until permanent 
stabilization measures have proven successful.  

► For the duration of the project, storm drainage within 
ditch systems associated with switchback construction 
will have stabilized ditch protection. This will consist of 
filter fabric, mulch, or a 3-inch gravel base.  

► Plan development to fit the particular topography, soils, 
waterways, and natural vegetation of the site, to avoid the 
creation of erosion problems on the site. 

► Reduce erosion hazards and runoff volumes and velocity 
by limiting the length and steepness of slopes. Slopes 
subject to erosion should not be steeper than 2:1 
horizontal to vertical. 

► Break up long steep slopes by benching, terracing, or 
diversion structures.  

► Use existing vegetation to control erosion to (a) shield the 
soil surface from rain, (b) increase infiltration, (c) reduce 
velocity of runoff and (d) hold soil in place and act as a 
filter. 

► Time the project so that grading and construction occur 
during the normal dry season to the extent feasible. 

► The County shall also consult with the RWQCB to 
acquire the appropriate regulatory approvals that may be 
necessary to obtain Section 401 water quality 
certification. 

County and 
Contractors  

Following 
construction 

County and 
Central Valley 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 

Board 

5-2 Soils, Geology, 
and 
Seismicity—
Risks to 

See Mitigation Measure 9-1, below: Conduct On-Site Soil 
Testing and Prepare and Implement an Asbestos Dust 
Control Plan, If Needed 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County 
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
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Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

People from 
Naturally 
Occurring 
Asbestos. 

5-3 Soils, Geology, 
and 
Seismicity—
Risks to 
People and 
Structures 
Caused by 
Strong Seismic 
Ground 
Shaking or 
Fault Rupture. 

Mitigation Measure S5-2: Obtain and Implement Seismic 
Engineering Design Recommendations.  
a. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall 

obtain the services of a qualified, licensed geotechnical 
engineer to examine for traces of the Bear Mountain 
fault within the project area. If traces of the Bear 
Mountain fault cross the project area, a qualified, 
licensed geotechnical engineer shall develop engineering 
design recommendations for the project area. The 
recommendations shall include calculation of seismic 
shaking hazards using the appropriate computer 
modeling software, and shall include specific structural 
design recommendations to minimize potential damage 
to buildings and structures from seismic events. The 
recommendations shall also include an examination of 
the traces of the Bear Mountain fault system within the 
project area, including surface reconnaissance, and shall 
make recommendations for building foundation and 
infrastructure design accordingly. All appropriate design 
recommendations shall be implemented during the 
project design and construction phases.  

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to 
construction 

County 

  b. No structures intended for human occupancy shall be 
constructed within a 100-foot-wide no building zone 
over the Bear Mountain fault traces. However, 
following completion of the seismic study required in 
(a) above, the no building zone may be modified if 
recommended by the geotechnical engineer. 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to 
construction 

County 

  c. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the County shall 
obtain the services of a qualified, licensed geotechnical 
engineer to prepare a comprehensive final geotechnical 
report for the entire project area with specific design 
recommendations sufficient to ensure the safety of soil 
conditions, project structures, and site occupants. The 
report shall include project design and construction 
recommendations to address: 
• Site preparation and grading, including surface and 

subsurface prep work, engineered fill materials, fill 
placement and compaction, trench backfill, and 
surface drainage; 

• Foundation requirements specific to the location of 
each component of the proposed project; 

• Concrete slabs-on-grade, both interior and exterior; 
• Retaining and below grade walls; and 
• Road, pavement, and parking area design. 

County  Prior to 
construction 

County 
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Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
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Responsibility 
Timing/ 
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Verification 
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• The seismic engineering design recommendations 
shall be incorporated into the project design. Adequate 
field inspection shall occur during construction. 

It is the responsibility of the County to provide for 
engineering inspection and certification that earthwork has 
been performed in conformity with recommendations 
contained in the report. 

6.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

6-1 Cultural 
Resources – 
Potential for 
substantial 
adverse 
change to a 
Significant 
Cultural 
Resource. 

Mitigation Measure 6-1: Modify Project Plans to Avoid 
Potentially Significant Cultural Resources and Actively 
Monitor Resources for Indirect Effects.  
The County will prepare detailed design of trails, roads, and 
Park facilities to ensure that direct effects associated with 
project implementation avoids all significant and potentially 
significant documented cultural resources in the project area. 
As part of the County’s ongoing operational responsibility, 
usage trends that threaten any potentially significant 
documented cultural resources will be actively managed to 
avoid damage. If designing such trails and facilities to avoid 
potential impacts is not feasible or if management of Park 
usage indicates potential impacts to significant or potentially 
significant cultural resources, an approved treatment plan 
shall be drafted and implemented to mitigate the significant 
impacts. Such a plan may include one or more of the 
following elements: 
► vegetation removal and surface inspection; 
► ethnographic studies or Native American consultation, or 

both; 
► subsurface testing; and 
► if necessary, data recovery. 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County 

6-2 Cultural 
Resources – 
Potential for 
Disturbance of 
Undiscovered 
Cultural 
Resources. 

Mitigation Measure 6-2: Protect Previously Unknown 
Cultural Resources.  
Given the potential for subsurface deposits, if undocumented 
resources are encountered during construction, all 
destructive work in the vicinity of the find shall cease until a 
qualified professional archaeologist can assess the 
significance of the find and, if appropriate, provide 
recommendations for treatment. Appropriate measures for 
treatment may include no action, avoidance of the resource 
through relocation of Park facilities, subsurface testing, and 
potentially data recovery. For any such discovery, a 
memorandum documenting the results of the evaluation shall 
be provided to the County by the archaeologist, and the 
County shall forward the memorandum to the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation and the State Historic 
Preservation Officer. 

County and 
contractors 

During 
construction 

County 

6-3 Cultural 
Resources – 
Potential for 

Mitigation Measure 6-3: Stop Potentially Damaging 
Work if Human Remains are Uncovered during 
Construction.  

County and 
contractors 

During 
construction 

County 
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

Disturbance of 
Unknown 
Human 
Interments. 

In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if 
human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, the construction contractor or the County, or both, 
shall immediately halt potentially damaging excavation in 
the area of the burial and notify the County coroner and a 
qualified professional archaeologist to determine the nature 
of the remains. The coroner shall examine all discoveries of 
human remains within 48 hours of receiving notice of a 
discovery on private or state lands, in accordance with 
Section 7050(b) of the Health and Safety Code. If the 
coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native 
American, he or she shall contact the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) by phone within 24 hours of 
making that determination (Health and Safety Code Section 
7050[c]). After the coroner’s findings are presented, the 
County, the archaeologist, and the NAHC-designated Most 
Likely Descendant (MLD) shall determine the ultimate 
treatment and disposition of the remains and take 
appropriate steps to ensure that additional human interments 
are not disturbed. 
Upon the discovery of Native American remains, the 
procedures above regarding involvement of the County 
coroner, notification of the NAHC, and identification of a 
MLD shall be followed. The County shall ensure that the 
immediate vicinity (according to generally accepted cultural 
or archaeological standards and practices) is not damaged or 
disturbed by further development activity until consultation 
with the MLD has taken place. The MLD shall have 48 
hours after being granted access to the site to complete a site 
inspection and make recommendations. A range of possible 
treatments for the remains may be discussed: nondestructive 
removal and analysis, preservation in place, relinquishment 
of the remains and associated items to the descendants, or 
other culturally appropriate treatment. Assembly Bill (AB) 
2641 (Chapter 863, Statutes of 2006) suggests that the 
concerned parties may extend discussions beyond the initial 
48 hours to allow for the discovery of additional remains. 
AB 2641 includes a list of site protection measures and 
states that the County shall comply with one or more of the 
following measures: 
► Record the site with the NAHC or the appropriate 

Information Center. 
► Utilize an open-space or conservation zoning designation 

or easement. 
► Record a document with the county in which the property 

is located. 
The County or its authorized representative shall rebury the 
Native American human remains and associated grave goods 
with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not 
subject to further subsurface disturbance if the NAHC is 
unable to identify a MLD, or if the MLD fails to make a 
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
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Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

recommendation within 48 hours after being granted access 
to the site. The County or its authorized representative may 
also reinter the remains in a location not subject to further 
disturbance if it rejects the recommendation of the MLD, 
and mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures 
acceptable to the landowner. Adherence to these procedures 
and other provisions of the California Health and Safety 
Code and AB 2641 would reduce potential impacts on 
human remains to a less-than-significant level. 

6-4 Tribal 
Cultural 
Resources 

Mitigation Measure S6-4: Post Ground-Disturbance Site 
Visit 
Although no unique archaeological resources have been 
identified within the project development areas and the 
NAHC Sacred Lands database search was negative, there is 
a possibility that resources which UAIC or Colfax Todds 
Valley tribal members consider to be Tribal Cultural 
Resources could be unearthed during project construction. 
Once new trails and/or parking areas have been graded and 
prior to the new trails and/or parking areas being opened to 
the public, the County will notify the UAIC and the Colfax 
Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe so they may conduct an 
additional site visit, if they desire.  
In addition, if tribal cultural resources are identified that 
have the potential to be adversely affected by the project, 
Placer County will work with the tribes to minimize those 
impacts. Examples of impact minimization could include: 
(1) avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, 

including, but not limited to, planning and construction 
to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and 
natural context 

(2) treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, 
taking into account the tribal cultural values and 
meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, 
the following: 
(A) protecting the cultural character and integrity of the 

resource; 
(B) protecting the traditional use of the resource; or 
(C) protecting the confidentiality of the resource. 

County During 
construction 

County 

7.0 VISUAL RESOURCES 

7-3 Visual 
Resources – 
Long-Term 
Changes in 
Visual 
Resources 
Associated 
with the 
Improvements 
to Garden Bar 

Mitigation Measure 7-1: Revegetate and Restore All 
Disturbed Areas to Minimize Visual Quality Impacts.  
To address the potential degradation of visual quality 
resulting from tree removal, the County shall revegetate and 
restore all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken between 
April 1 and October 1 shall include regular watering to 
ensure adequate initial growth. To the extent feasible, 
restoration of trees and shrubs shall reduce visual impacts 
for affected properties. Revegetation of disturbed areas shall 
promote restoration of vegetation over time that is as 

County and 
Contractors 

Following 
construction 

County 
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Table 4-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

Road and 
Curtola Ranch 
Road. 

consistent as feasible with the surrounding natural 
landscape, recognizing constraints of the right-of-way and 
available space. The County shall prepare a restoration and 
revegetation plan that implements actions intended to 
mitigate the impacts on trees and vegetation removed along 
Garden Bar Road. The plan will be prepared in conjunction 
with detailed roadway engineering design, so that precise 
areas of disturbance are known and the revegetation process 
can be coordinated with roadway implementation. Portions 
of the revegetation plan may be implemented on adjacent 
property outside the County road right-of-way by 
agreements with willing property owners. 
 
Note: This Mitigation Measure would not be applicable 
to the staff-recommended Reduced Project. 

  See Mitigation Measure S12-7 below, “Biological 
Resources”: Protect Oak Woodland Habitat 
If removal of native trees larger than 6 inches dbh is required 
during construction of the proposed project, the County shall 
compensate for removal of those trees by paying in-lieu fees 
into the County approved oak woodland preservation fund as 
stipulated in the Placer County Tree Ordinance and in 
consultation with a certified arborist. 

County Prior to 
construction 

County 

8.0 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

8.4 Conflict with 
adopted 
program, plan, 
ordinance, or 
policy 
addressing the 
circulation 
system, 
including 
transit, 
roadway, 
bicycle and 
pedestrian 
facilities – 
Increase in 
Traffic 
Impacts 
Associated 
with Project 
Access. 

Mitigation Measure S8-4: Prepare Improvement Plans 
and Construct Improvements for Access to Twilight Ride 
With the initial Phase of the parking space construction and 
access at the Twilight Ride site, Improvement Plans shall be 
prepared showing the construction of a driveway 
encroachment onto Bell Road to a Plate 116 Major Land 
Development Manual standard, unless an alternative is 
approved by the County Department of Public Works that 
results in an equal level of performance based on the 
considerations listed in General Plan Policy 3.A.7(5) (listed 
earlier in this chapter). The design speed along Bell Road 
shall be 40 miles per hour, unless an alternate design speed 
is approved by the Department of Public Works (DPW). The 
improvements shall begin at the outside edge of any future 
lane(s) as directed by the DPW and the Engineering and 
Surveying Division (ESD). The Plate 116 structural section 
within the main roadway right-of-way shall be designed for 
a Traffic Index of 7.5 but said section shall not be less than 3 
inches of Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) over 8 inches of Class 2 
Aggregate Base (AB) unless otherwise approved by the 
ESD. 
 
Note:  With the staff-recommended Reduced Project, 
there is no phasing of the improvements at the Twilight 
Ride site.  Under the Reduced Project, the improvements 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to 
construction 
of Phase 1 
at Twilight 
Ride Parcel 

County 
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 
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Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

delineated within Phase 1 will occur with full build-out of 
the Project. 

  Mitigation Measure S8-5: Construct Left Turn Lane at 
Access to Twilight Ride 
Prior to operation of Phase 2 (time at which point 75 percent 
of the parking stalls at the Twilight Ride access are 
constructed), Improvement Plans meeting County standards 
shall be prepared showing the construction of a left turn lane 
at the Twilight Ride access encroachment from Bell Road 
onto the site to the satisfaction of the Department of Public 
Works. Traffic stripe removal, new striping and pavement 
markings shall conform to criteria specified in the latest 
version of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual for a design 
speed of 40 miles per hour (mph), unless an alternative is 
approved by the Department of Public Works. 
 
Note: This Mitigation Measure would not be applicable 
to the staff-recommended Reduced Project. 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to 
operation of 
Phase 2 at 
Twilight 

Ride Parcel 

County 

8-5 Cause a 
substantial 
increase in 
hazards to 
motorists, 
pedestrians, 
and bicyclists 
attributable to 
a geometric 
design feature 
or 
incompatible 
uses. 

Mitigation Measure S8-1: Implement Traffic Control 
Measures During Park Reservation-Based Events.  
Reservation-based events (involving less than 200 people 
on-site at a given time) entering at the Garden Bar entrance 
would be regulated by the County Parks Division 
Reservation System. The Reservation System would include, 
but not be limited to, applicable restrictions on: 
► number of events – limited to six (6) times per year; 
► event start and end times so as to minimize impacts to 

traffic along Garden Bar Road and not to exceed peak 
usage capacity or coincide with scheduled use of the road 
by school buses; 

► regulate the days and/or times of reservation-based events 
to avoid peak days or times such as holiday weekends, as 
necessary;  

► regulation of number and types of vehicles so as not to 
exceed parking capacity of the unimproved event parking 
area at the Garden Bar 40 parking area in combination 
with daily use. The County may regulate the days and/or 
times of reservation-based events to avoid peak days or 
times such as holiday weekends, as necessary. 

County and 
Permittee 

Following 
construction 

during 
reservation-
based events 

at Garden 
Bar 

County 

  Mitigation Measure S8-2. Install No Parking Signs to 
discourage Pedestrian Travel on Local Roads 
Prior to the use of the new parking areas, install “No 
Parking” signs along public roads serving the Project site as 
authorized by the Placer County Board of Supervisors to 
discourage offsite parking and limit pedestrian movement 
between offsite street parking and each project entry. If 
parking on side streets near park entrances becomes a 
repetitive problem, the County shall institute “No Parking” 
areas along the impacted portions of the roadways. 

County Prior to use 
of new 
parking 

areas 

County 
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

  Mitigation Measure S8-3. Install or Upgrade Traffic 
Control Devices along Cramer Road 
Prior to the public use of the Twilight Ride facility in Phase 
1, install or upgrade traffic control devices along Cramer 
Road to meet current MUTCD standards for message, 
location and sign condition to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Public Works. 
 
Note:  With the staff-recommended Reduced Project, 
there is no phasing of the improvements at the Twilight 
Ride site.  Under the Reduced Project, the improvements 
delineated within Phase 1 will occur with full build-out of 
the Project. 

County Prior to 
public use 

of the 
Twilight 

Ride facility 
in Phase 1 

County 

  See Mitigation Measure S8-4 above. Prepare 
Improvement Plans and Construct Improvements for 
Access to Twilight Ride 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to 
construction 
of Phase 1 
at Twilight 
Ride Parcel 

County 

9.0 AIR QUALITY 

9-3 Air Quality – 
Exposure of 
Sensitive 
Receptors to 
Emissions of 
Toxic Air 
Contaminants 
(TACs). 

Mitigation Measure 9-1: Conduct On-Site Soil Testing 
and Prepare and Implement an Asbestos Dust Control 
Plan, If Needed.  
Prior to construction activity, the County shall test the on-
site soils for the presence of asbestos. If naturally-occurring 
asbestos, serpentine, or ultramafic rock is either known to be 
located onsite, or is disclosed in the project’s geology/soils 
survey report, or if the project is located in, partly or 
entirely, “a most likely” to contain Naturally Occurring 
Asbestos Area, as shown on the Geologic maps prepared by 
the California Geologic Survey (formerly the California 
Division of Mines and Geology), the following measures 
shall be implemented.   

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction  

County 

  The project shall comply with PCAPCD Rule 228 for 
fugitive dust control. In addition, the County shall prepare an 
asbestos dust control plan for approval by PCAPCD as 
required in Section 93105 of the California Health and 
Safety Code, “Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for 
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining 
Operations.” The asbestos dust control plan shall specify 
measures, such as periodic watering to reduce airborne dust 
and ceasing construction during high winds to ensure that no 
visible dust crosses the property line. The County shall 
submit the plan to the County Planning Department for 
review and PCAPCD for review and approval before 
construction of the first project phase. Approval of the plan 
must be received from PCAPCD before any asbestos-
containing rock (serpentinite) can be disturbed. Upon 
approval of the asbestos dust control plan by PCAPCD, the 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction  

County 

117



 

Page 10 of 30 
 
 

Table 4-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

Impact 
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Timing/ 
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Verification 
Responsibility 

County shall ensure that construction contractors implement 
the terms of the plan throughout the construction period. 
If asbestos is found in concentrations greater than 5 percent, 
the material shall not be used as surfacing material as stated 
in state regulation CCR Title 17 Section 93106 (“Asbestos 
Airborne Toxic Control Measure-Asbestos Containing 
Serpentine”). The material with naturally occurring asbestos 
can be reused at the site for sub-grade material covered by 
other non-asbestos-containing material in accordance with 
Placer County APCD Rule 228 and Section 93105, Title 17, 
California Code of Regulation (CCR) by the California Air 
Resources Board per Health and safety Code Section 39666. 
If asbestos containing soil is found on trail surfaces, the 
asbestos dust control plan shall include provisions including 
capping or other treatment of trail surfaces to avoid exposure 
by trail users. 

  Mitigation Measure S9-2: List Standard Air Quality 
Notes on Grading and Improvement Plans. 
The following standard notes shall be listed on all 
Grading/Improvement Plans: 
a. Prior to construction activity, a Dust Control Plan or 

Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan shall be submitted to the 
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). 
The Dust Control Plan shall be submitted to the PCAPCD 
a minimum of 21 days before construction activity is 
scheduled to commence. The Dust Control Plan can be 
submitted online via the fill-in form: http://www. 
placerair.org/dustcontrolrequirements/dustcontrolform. 

b. Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not 
exceed the PCAPCD Rule 202 Visible Emissions 
limitations. Operators of vehicles and equipment found to 
exceed opacity limits are to be immediately notified by 
the PCAPCD to cease operations, and the equipment must 
be repaired within 72 hours. 

c. Dry mechanical sweeping is prohibited. Watering of a 
construction site shall be carried out to mitigate visible 
emissions. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / Section 301). 

d. The contractor shall apply water or use methods to control 
dust impacts offsite. Construction vehicles leaving the site 
shall be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt from 
being released or tracked offsite. (Based on PCAPCD 
Rule 228 / section 304).  

e. During construction activity, traffic speeds on all unpaved 
surfaces shall be limited to 15 miles per hour or less 
unless the road surface and surrounding area is 
sufficiently stabilized to prevent vehicles and equipment 
traveling more than 15 miles per hour from emitting dust 
or visible emissions from crossing the project boundary 
line. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / section 401.2). 

f. The contractor shall suspend all grading operations when 
fugitive dust exceeds the PCAPCD Rule 228 (Fugitive 

County and 
Contractors 

During 
Preparation 

of 
grading/imp

rovement 
plans and 

during 
construction 

County 
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
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Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

Dust) limitations. Visible emissions of fugitive dust shall 
not exceed 40% opacity, nor go beyond the property 
boundary at any time. Lime or other drying agents utilized 
to dry out wet grading areas shall not exceed PCAPCD 
Rule 228 limitations. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / 
section 302 & 401.4). 

g. The prime contractor shall be responsible for keeping 
adjacent public thoroughfares clean by keeping dust, silt, 
mud, dirt, and debris from being released or tracked 
offsite. Wet broom or other methods can be deployed as 
control and as approved by the individual jurisdiction. 
(Based on PCAPCD Rule 228/ section 401.5). 

h. The contractor shall suspend all grading operations when 
wind speeds (including instantaneous gusts) are high 
enough to result in dust emissions crossing the boundary 
line, despite the application of dust mitigation measures. 
(Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / section 401.6). 

i. To minimize wind-driven dust during construction, the 
prime contractor shall apply methods such as surface 
stabilization, the establishment of a vegetative cover, 
paving (or use of another method to control dust as 
approved by Placer County). (Based on PCAPCD Rule 
228 / section 402). 

j. The contractor shall not discharge into the atmosphere 
volatile organic compounds caused by the use or 
manufacture of Cutback or Emulsified asphalts for 
paving, road construction or road maintenance unless 
such manufacture or use complies with the provisions of 
Rule 217 Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving 
Materials. 

k. During construction, open burning of removed vegetation 
is only allowed under PCAPCD Rule 304 Land 
Development Smoke Management. A Placer County Air 
Pollution Control District permit could be issued for land 
development burning, if the vegetation removed is for 
residential development purposes from the property of a 
single or two-family dwelling or when the applicant has 
provided a demonstration as per Section 400 of the Rule 
that there is no practical alternative to burning and that the 
Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) has determined that 
the demonstration has been made. The APCO may weigh 
the relative impacts of burning on air quality in requiring 
a more persuasive demonstration for more densely 
populated regions for a large proposed burn versus a 
smaller one. In some cases, all of the removed vegetative 
material shall be either chipped on site or taken to an 
appropriate recycling site, or if a site is not available, a 
licensed disposal site. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 304). 

l. Any device or process that discharges 2 pounds per day or 
more of air contaminants into the atmosphere, as defined 
by Health and Safety Code Section 39013, may require an 
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 
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Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

PCAPCD permit. Developers/contractors should contact 
the PCAPCD before construction and obtain any 
necessary permits before the issuance of a Building 
Permit. (PCAPCD Rule 501). 

m. The contractor shall utilize existing power sources (e.g., 
power poles) or clean fuel (e.g., gasoline, biodiesel, 
natural gas) generators rather than temporary diesel power 
generators. 

n. The contractor shall minimize idling time to a maximum 
of 5 minutes for all diesel-powered equipment. (Placer 
County Code Chapter 10, Article 10.14). 

o. Idling of construction-related equipment and 
construction-related vehicles shall be minimized within 
1,000 feet of any sensitive receptor (i.e., house, hospital, 
or school). 

10.0 NOISE 

10-3 Noise – 
Increases in 
Transportatio
n-Related 
Noise Levels. 

Mitigation Measure 10-1: Restrict General Public Traffic 
to 6 a.m. to 30 Minutes after Sunset.  
The County shall restrict all long-term general public traffic 
to 6 a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset by ensuring that the Park 
gates are closed and locked until these times.  

County Following 
construction 
of Phase 1 
allowing 
public 
access 

County 

  Mitigation Measure S10-2: Use of pavement or similar 
hard material is required when laying the final surface 
on access roads and limit vehicle speeds to 25 mph 
The County shall use paving or similar hard surfacing 
material when constructing new access roads to reduce tire 
noise generated from interaction with gravel. Vehicle speeds 
on the newly constructed access roads shall be limited to 25 
mph.  

County and 
Contractors 

During 
construction

/ 
upgrades to 
access roads 

County 

11.0 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

11-1 Hydrology and 
Water Quality 
– Potential for 
Short-Term, 
Construction-
Related Soil 
Erosion and 
Impairment of 
Water Quality.  

Mitigation Measure 11-1: Prepare and Implement a 
Grading and Drainage Plan.  
The County shall prepare and submit Grading and Drainage 
Plans (Plans) and specifications (per the requirements of 
Section II of the Land Development Manual that are in effect 
at the time of submittal) for review and approval of work 
associated with structural design, hydrology associated with 
the bridges, and grading/drainage associated with the facility 
development zone. The Plans shall show all conditions 
affecting those facilities as well as pertinent topographical 
features. All existing and proposed utilities and easements, on-
site and adjacent to those facilities, which may be affected by 
planned construction, shall be shown on the plans. The 
County shall pay plan check and inspection fees as applicable.  
All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation, 
tree impacts, and tree removal associated with the Park 
access road, parking areas, and bridges shall be shown on 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction  

County 
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
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Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

the Plans and all work shall conform to provisions of the 
County Grading Ordinance (Section 15.48, formerly Chapter 
29, Placer County Code) and the Placer County Flood 
Control District's Stormwater Management Manual. No 
grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall occur until the 
Plans are approved and any required temporary construction 
fencing has been installed and inspected by a member of the 
Design Review Committee. All cut/fill slopes included in the 
Plans shall be at 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) maximum unless a 
soils report supports a steeper slope and Design Review 
Committee concurs with said recommendation. 
In addition, a drainage report in conformance with the 
requirements of Section 5 of the Land Development Manual 
and the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual 
that are in effect at the time of submittal, shall be prepared 
and submitted with the Plans. The report shall be prepared 
by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall, at a minimum, 
include: written text addressing existing conditions, the 
effects of the improvements, all appropriate calculations, a 
watershed map, increases in downstream flows, proposed 
on- and off-site improvements and drainage easements to 
accommodate flows from this project. The report shall 
identify water quality protection features and methods to be 
used both during construction and for long-term post-
construction water quality protection. Best Management 
Practice (BMP) measures shall be provided to reduce 
erosion, water quality degradation, and prevent the discharge 
of pollutants to stormwater to the maximum extent 
practicable.  
In addition, routine maintenance shall be performed on Park 
facilities to reduce erosion to the extent possible and to 
repair weather-related damage that could contribute to 
erosion. 

  See Mitigation Measure S5-1 above, “Soils, Geology, and 
Seismicity”: Obtain Authorization for Construction and 
Operation Activities from the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion 
and Sediment Control Measures as Required 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to, 
during and 
following 

construction 

County and 
Central Valley 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 

Board 

11-2 Hydrology and 
Water Quality 
– Potential for 
Long-Term 
Soil Erosion 
and 
Impairment of 
Water Quality. 

See Mitigation Measure 11-1 above: “Prepare and 
Implement a Grading and Drainage Plan” 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County 

  See Mitigation Measure S5-1 above, “Soils, Geology, and 
Seismicity”: Obtain Authorization for Construction and 
Operation Activities from the Central Valley Regional 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to, 
during and 

County and 
Central Valley 
Regional Water 
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Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion 
and Sediment Control Measures as Required 

following 
construction 

Quality Control 
Board 

11-3 Hydrology and 
Water Quality 
– Change in
the Quality of 
Groundwater 
related to 
Installation of 
a Septic 
System. 

Mitigation Measure 11-2: Implement Groundwater 
Protection through a Transient Non-community Water 
System Permit.  
A HFRP Groundwater Systems Operation Procedure is in 
place for the existing well serving the restroom and facilities 
at the Mears Place parking area as well as the existing well 
at the ranch house. Pump performance and system leakage 
inspections are part of the regular maintenance routine under 
this procedure. One Park staff member is trained and tasked 
with water sampling at monthly intervals. The County 
employs qualified plumbers and electricians to correct any 
system failures. The Placer County Parks Division, which is 
a division of the Department of Public Works, operates the 
well and distribution system serving the public facilities at 
the existing Mears Place parking area under a Transient 
Non-community Water System Permit administered by the 
Placer County 
Environmental Health Department. 
A separate permit would be obtained to include any 
additional wells that serve public facilities within the 
existing HFRP or trails expansion areas, and the conditions 
of the permit would be implemented to protect groundwater. 
The siting of any additional wells shall comply with the 
Placer County Water Well Construction Ordinance (Placer 
County Code Subchapter 8, effective July 19, 1990), and 
California Well Standards, Department of Water Resources 
Bulletin 74-90, June 1991. 

County Prior to 
construction 

and 
throughout 
the life of 
the project 

County 

A Groundwater Systems Operation Procedure or applicable 
equivalent would be prepared for any additional wells and 
adhered to as part of the permit conditions and ongoing 
operation. The objectives of the procedure shall be to ensure 
that: 
► Water sources are not at risk of contamination from either

tampering, pollutant discharge into the well head area, or
latent groundwater contaminants.

► The responsible management agency has the technical
capacity to operate the system to public health standards.

The procedure would include the following elements: 
► The minimum horizontal distance between any additional

wells and any sewer line or storm drain main or lateral
shall be 50 feet. The minimum horizontal distance
between any additional wells and septic tanks or leach
fields shall be 100 feet.

► A Bacteriological and Chemical Monitoring and
Reporting Program, approved by the Placer County
Environmental Health Division.
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

► An operations and maintenance program including 
inspection of the distribution system and well head 
assembly. 

► An emergency operations and repair program.  

  If well-monitoring samples show that groundwater quality is 
deteriorating, prompt actions shall be initiated to remedy 
problems, as specified by the Placer County Environmental 
Health Division and/or Central Valley RWQCB. These 
actions could include but would not be limited to the use of 
injection wells or other recharge methods, closing the well 
and chlorinating the water, decommissioning the well and re-
siting, or other water treatment alternatives such as 
construction of an on- or off-site water treatment plant. Some 
of these actions may be subject to additional CEQA analysis 
and other regulatory compliance. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 11-2 would reduce the potentially 
significant impact related to groundwater quality impairment 
to a less-than-significant level, because the Groundwater 
Systems Operation Procedure would enable the project 
applicant(s) to acquire the data and information necessary to 
manage the groundwater resource such that adverse impacts 
do not occur. This would enable detection of any negative 
changes to groundwater quality or quantity. If necessary, 
additional strategies to maintain the quality of groundwater at 
the project site and downgradient would be implemented 
following additional CEQA review. 

   

11-4 Hydrology and 
Water Quality 
– Change in 
the Supply and 
Availability of 
Groundwater 
through 
Withdrawals, 
Interception, 
or Loss of 
Recharge 
Capacity. 

See Mitigation Measure 11-2 above: Implement 
Groundwater Protection through a Transient Non-
community Water System Permit;  

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County 

  Mitigation Measure 11-3: Calculate Water Demands for 
Fire Suppression. 
If groundwater is to be used for emergency fire suppression 
water, the County shall amend the April 7, 2009, Water 
Demand Calculation Report (Placer County 2009) to include 
fire suppression water requirements. If it is found that fire 
suppression requirements combined with water demands for 
other proposed uses is consistent with yields found in nearby 
private wells (1.3 to 7 gpm) then no further mitigation is 
required. If fire suppression requirement surpasses yields 

County Prior to 
construction 

County 
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Impact 
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Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

found in nearby private wells, one of the following shall be 
done: 
► modify proposed uses at each well location to be

consistent with available water that would not surpass
similar yields of nearby wells;

► utilize Nevada Irrigation District raw irrigation water
sources including but not limited to existing canals and
ponds, new ponds, and/or irrigation fed underground
storage tanks;

► fill storage tanks during off-peak periods when use is
limited (i.e. winter and nighttime periods);

► import water needed to meet fire suppression
requirements for emergency storage tanks via water
trucks so that this water is not being pulled from the
wells.

12.0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

12-1 Biological 
Resources – 
Potential 
Disturbance of 
Aquatic 
Habitats and 
the Native Fish 
Community. 

Mitigation Measure S12-1: Implement Measures to 
Protect Aquatic Habitats and the Native Fish 
Community.  
The County and its primary construction contractor shall 
implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
aquatic habitats and the native fish community in the project 
area: 
► All in-water construction activities shall be conducted

during months when sensitive fish species are less likely
to be present or less susceptible to disturbance (i.e., April
15 – October 15 or as directed by CDFW).

County and 
contractors 

During 
construction  

County and 
California 

Department of 
Fish and 
Wildlife 

(formerly DFG) 

► The County shall obtain and implement the conditions of
a California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 streambed 
alteration agreement. CDFW shall be consulted regarding
potential disturbance to fish habitat, including SRA
habitat, as part of the process for obtaining a streambed
alteration agreement, pursuant to Section 1602 of the
California Fish and Game Code. Affected habitats shall
be replaced and/or rehabilitated to the extent feasible and
practicable. The acreage of riparian habitat that would be
removed shall be replaced or rehabilitated on a “no-net-
loss” basis in accordance with CDFW regulations and as
specified in the streambed alteration agreement. Habitat
restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement shall be at
a location and by methods agreeable to CDFW.
Minimization and compensation measures adopted
through the permitting process shall be implemented.

► In the event the Placer County Conservation Program is
adopted prior to submittal of improvement plans for this
project or prior to the project’s own State and federal
permits being obtained for effects associated with listed
species and their habitats, waters of the State, and waters
of the U.S., then Mitigation Measure 12-2 may be
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Verification 
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replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and conditions 
on covered activities to address this resource impact and 
avoidance and minimization measures as set forth in the 
PCCP implementation document to the extent compliance 
with the PCCP provides equal or greater mitigation or 
reduction in the significance of impacts. If PCCP 
enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State and 
federal agencies as mitigation for one or more biological 
resource area impacts, then the PCCP avoidance, 
minimization and mitigation measures shall apply only to 
those species, habitat types, and waters that are covered 
by the PCCP. 

  ► The County shall consult and coordinate with CDFW to 
develop regulations and limits for angling in Raccoon 
Creek, restrict angling activities while adult steelhead and 
salmon are present, and coordinate on enforcement of the 
area to monitor and regulate fishing activities. 

   

  Mitigation Measure S12-2: Replace, Restore, or Enhance 
Affected Jurisdictional Waters of the United States and 
Waters of the State. 
► Prior to construction, the County shall obtain a verified 

wetland delineation from USACE. Based on the results of 
the verified delineation, the County shall commit to 
replace, restore, or enhance on a “no net loss” basis, in 
accordance with USACE and the Central Valley 
RWQCB, the acreage of all waters of the United States 
and wetland habitats that would be affected by 
implementation of the project. Wetland restoration, 
enhancement, and/or replacement shall be at a location 
and by methods agreeable to USACE, CDFW, and the 
Central Valley RWQCB, as determined during the 
Sections 404, 1602, and 401 permitting processes. 

► Authorization for the fill of jurisdictional waters of the 
United States shall be secured from USACE through the 
CWA Section 404 permitting process before any fill is 
placed in jurisdictional wetlands. Timing of compliance 
with the specific conditions of the 404 permit shall be in 
accordance with conditions specified by USACE as part 
of permit issuance. In its final stage and once approved 
by USACE, this mitigation plan shall detail proposed 
wetland restoration, enhancement, and/or replacement 
activities that would ensure no net loss of jurisdictional 
wetlands function and services in the project vicinity. As 
required by Section 404, approval and implementation of 
the wetland mitigation and monitoring plan shall ensure 
no net loss of jurisdictional waters of the United States, 
including jurisdictional wetlands.  

► In the event the Placer County Conservation Program 
(PCCP) is adopted prior to submittal of improvement 
plans for this project or prior to the project’s own State 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to 
construction  

County, Central 
Valley 

Regional Water 
Quality Control 

Board, 
California 

Department of 
Fish and 

Wildlife, and 
U.S. Army 
Corps of 

Engineers 
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and federal permits being obtained for effects associated 
with listed species and their habitats, waters of the State, 
and waters of the U.S., then Mitigation Measure 12-2 
may be replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and 
conditions on covered activities to address this resource 
impact and avoidance and minimization measures as set 
forth in the PCCP implementation document to the extent 
compliance with the PCCP provides equal or greater 
mitigation or reduction in the significance of impacts. If 
PCCP enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State 
and federal agencies as mitigation for one or more 
biological resource area impacts, then the PCCP 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures shall 
apply only to those species, habitat types, and waters that 
are covered by the PCCP. 

► Alternatively, if the project proceeds before adoption of 
the PCCP or if the PCCP is not approved, the applicant 
may choose to utilize the Western Placer County 
Voluntary Interim In Lieu Fee Program (VIILF) to satisfy 
USACE and RWQCB mitigation requirements for the 
project’s impacts to aquatic resources. The applicant shall 
be required to enter into both a Western Placer County In 
Lieu Fee Program Credit Transfer Agreement and an 
Interim Fee Credit Agreement with the County. If the 
VIILF is chosen, then Mitigation Measure 12-2 may be 
replaced with the payment of the interim fee. 

► Water quality certification pursuant to Section 401 of the 
CWA is required as a condition of issuance of the 404 
permit. Before construction in any areas containing 
wetland features, the County shall obtain water quality 
certification for the project. Any measures required as 
part of the issuance of water quality certification shall be 
implemented. 

  See Mitigation Measure S5-1 above, “Soils, Geology, and 
Seismicity”: Obtain Authorization for Construction and 
Operation Activities from the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Boards and Implement Erosion 
and Sediment Control Measures as Required 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to, 
during and 
following 

construction 

County and 
Central Valley 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 

Board 

12-2 Biological 
Resources – 
Potential 
Disturbance of 
California 
Red-Legged 
Frog. 

Mitigation Measure S12-3: Implement Measures to 
Protect California Red-Legged Frog.  
The County and its primary construction contractor shall 
implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
California red-legged frogs: 
► Before any work in or within 200 feet of aquatic habitat, 

the County shall determine whether aquatic habitat is 
occupied by California red-legged frog, in consultation 
with USFWS. This determination may be supported by a 
habitat assessment for California red-legged frog 
prepared according to USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2005) 
as revised, and focused surveys if recommended by 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County and 
U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife 
Service 
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USFWS. If aquatic habitat in the project area is not 
occupied by California red-legged frog, there would be 
no impacts on this species and no further mitigation 
would be required. 

  ► If aquatic habitat in the project area is occupied by 
California red-legged frog, the County shall minimize 
impacts on California red-legged frog by implementing 
the following measures: 
 Worker awareness training shall be provided to 

construction crews working in California red-legged 
frog habitat. At a minimum, the training shall include a 
description of California red-legged frog and its habitat 
and their importance, general measures that are being 
implemented to conserve California red-legged frog as 
such measures relate to the project, and the boundaries 
within which construction activities shall occur. 

 Suitable California red-legged frog habitat shall be 
surveyed 2 weeks before the start of construction 
activities. If California red-legged frogs, tadpoles, or 
eggs are found, they may be moved from the project 
area only by a qualified and permitted biologist and 
with project-specific regulatory agency approval. If 
California red-legged frogs are not identified, 
construction may proceed. 

 Exclusionary fencing (i.e., silt fences) shall be installed 
no more than 200 feet around all areas that are within 
or adjacent to California red-legged frog habitat. 

 A USFWS-approved biologist shall be present at active 
project areas until the removal of California red-legged 
frog, instruction of workers, and habitat disturbance 
have been completed. After this time, the County shall 
designate a person to monitor on-site compliance with 
all minimization measures. 

 If any work area will be temporarily dewatered by 
pumping, intakes shall be completely screened with 
wire mesh not larger than 5 millimeters. Water shall be 
released downstream at an appropriate rate to maintain 
downstream flows during construction and in such a 
manner as to prevent erosion. Dewatering structures 
shall be removed upon completion of the project. 

 Guidelines shall be implemented to protect water 
quality and prevent erosion, as outlined in the best 
management practices (BMPs) in Mitigation Measure 
11-1, “Obtain Authorization for Construction Activities 
with the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and Implement Erosion and Sediment 
Control Measures as Required.” 

 The County shall compensate for permanently lost 
habitat by developing and/or implementing a habitat 
creation/restoration plan for California red-legged frog. 
This plan shall, at a minimum, compensate for lost 
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habitat on an acre-for-acre basis, and it shall include 
verifiable performance criteria and remediation 
measures developed with USFWS during the Section 7 
consultation process.  

 In the event the Placer County Conservation Program 
(PCCP) is adopted prior to submittal of improvement 
plans for this project or prior to the project’s own State 
and federal permits being obtained for effects 
associated with listed species and their habitats, waters 
of the State, and waters of the U.S., then Mitigation 
Measure 12-2 may be replaced with the PCCP’s 
mitigation fees and conditions on covered activities to 
address this resource impact and avoidance and 
minimization measures as set forth in the PCCP 
implementation document to the extent compliance 
with the PCCP provides equal or greater mitigation or 
reduction in the significance of impacts. If PCCP 
enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State and 
federal agencies as mitigation for one or more 
biological resource area impacts, then the PCCP 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures shall 
apply only to those species, habitat types, and waters 
that are covered by the PCCP. 

12-3 Biological 
Resources –  
Potential 
Disturbance of 
Foothill 
Yellow-Legged 
Frog and 
Northwestern 
Pond Turtle. 

Mitigation Measure S12-4: Implement Measures to 
Protect Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog and Northwestern 
Pond Turtle.  
The County and its contractor shall implement the following 
measures to reduce impacts on foothill yellow-legged frogs 
and northwestern pond turtles: 
► Construction of foot bridges and trails across smaller 

drainages shall occur when the drainages are dry, to the 
extent feasible. 

► Before any work in Racoon Creek, the County shall 
determine, in consultation with CDFW, whether aquatic 
habitat at work sites would support foothill yellow-legged 
frog and/or northwestern pond turtle habitat. If no aquatic 
habitat for foothill yellow-legged frog or northwestern 
pond turtle habitat occurs at a work site, there would be 
no impacts on these species and no further mitigation is 
required. 

► If aquatic habitat for foothill yellow-legged frog and/or 
northwestern pond turtle is present at work sites, the 
County shall minimize impacts on these species by 
implementing the following measures: 
• Worker awareness training shall be provided to 

construction crews working in foothill yellow-legged 
frog and northwestern pond turtle habitat. At a 
minimum, the training shall include a description of 
foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond 
turtle and their habitats and their importance, general 
measures that are being implemented to conserve 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction  

County and 
California 

Department of 
Fish and 
Wildlife 
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foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond 
turtle as such measures relate to the project, and the 
boundaries within which construction activities shall 
occur. 

• Suitable foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern 
pond turtle aquatic habitat shall be surveyed within 2 
weeks before the start of construction activities. If 
northwestern pond turtles or foothill yellow-legged 
frogs, tadpoles, or eggs are found, they may be moved 
from the project area only with CDFW approval and 
appropriate take permits. If neither northwestern pond 
turtle nor foothill yellow-legged frog is identified, 
construction may proceed. 

• A qualified biologist holding the appropriate take 
permits shall be present at active work sites until the 
removal of foothill yellow-legged frog and 
northwestern pond turtle, instruction of workers, and 
habitat disturbance have been completed. After this 
time, the County shall designate a person to monitor 
on-site compliance with all minimization measures. 

• If any work site will be temporally dewatered by 
pumping, intakes shall be completely screened with 
wire mesh not larger than 5 millimeters. Water shall be 
released downstream at an appropriate rate to maintain 
downstream flows during construction and in such a 
manner as to prevent erosion. Dewatering structures 
shall be removed upon completion of the project. 

► Alternatively, the County may purchase credit for 
permanently lost habitat at an approved mitigation bank.  

► In the event the Placer County Conservation Program 
(PCCP) is adopted prior to submittal of improvement 
plans for this project or prior to the project’s own State 
and federal permits being obtained for effects associated 
with listed species and their habitats, waters of the State, 
and waters of the U.S., then Mitigation Measure 12-2 
may be replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and 
conditions on covered activities to address this resource 
impact and avoidance and minimization measures as set 
forth in the PCCP implementation document to the extent 
compliance with the PCCP provides equal or greater 
mitigation or reduction in the significance of impacts. If 
PCCP enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State 
and federal agencies as mitigation for one or more 
biological resource area impacts, then the PCCP 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures shall 
apply only to those species, habitat types, and waters that 
are covered by the PCCP. 

► Guidelines shall be implemented to protect water quality 
and prevent erosion, as outlined in the BMPs in 
Mitigation Measure 11-1, “Obtain Authorization for 
Construction Activities with the Central Valley Regional 
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Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and 
Sediment Control Measures as Required.” 

12-4 Biological 
Resources – 
Potential 
Disturbance of 
Nests of 
Raptors and 
Other Birds.  

Mitigation Measure S12-5: Implement Measures to 
Protect Raptors and Other Nesting Birds.  
The County and its contractors shall implement the 
following measures to reduce impacts on raptors and other 
nesting birds: 
► If construction activities or vegetation removal, including 

tree and shrub removal, occurs between February 15 and 
August 31, a qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for 
nesting birds in the proposed construction area and 500 
feet beyond the project construction footprint. Surveys 
shall be conducted no more than two weeks 3 days before 
the start of the activity. If no active nests are found, no 
further mitigation is required, unless construction 
activities cease for a period of 2 weeks or more. Another 
pre-construction survey shall be conducted as described 
above if a lapse in construction activities of two weeks or 
more occurs.  

► If any active raptor nests are identified during surveys, 
then impacts on active raptor nests shall be avoided by 
establishing a buffer of 500 feet. No construction shall be 
conducted in the buffer area until a qualified biologist has 
determined that the young have fledged and that the nest 
is no longer active. These buffers may be reduced if a 
qualified biologist determines that such a reduction would 
not risk auditory or visual disturbance of the nest that 
might result in nest abandonment or nest failure nest.  

► If an active golden eagle nest, white tailed kite, American 
peregrine falcon, or California black rail is located within 
0.25-mile of  construction access routes or construction 
sites, the County shall: 

County and 
contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County and 
California 

Department of 
Fish and 
Wildlife 

  o Notify CDFW of the nest within one working day of 
discovery of the nest; and 

o Implement recommendations from CDFW to avoid 
disturbance to golden eagle nesting activities. 

► If active non-raptor nests are detected during the pre-
construction surveys, a non-disturbance buffer shall be 
established around the nest. The size of the buffer shall be 
at the discretion of the qualified biologist, but shall be 
sufficiently large to avoid nest disturbance that could 
result in reproductive failure (i.e., nest abandonment and 
loss of eggs and/or young). Construction activities within 
the buffer areas will not resume until the qualified 
biologist has determined the young have fledged or are no 
longer at risk of disturbance. 

► If nests of special-status bird species (Cooper’s or sharp-
shinned hawks, peregrine falcons, long-eared owls, 
yellow warblers, yellow-breasted chat, loggerhead shrike, 
black rail, or tricolored blackbird colony) are detected 

   

130



 

Page 23 of 30 
 
 

Table 4-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

nesting in the project area or  within 500 feet of project 
boundaries, the County and its contractors shall 
coordinate with CDFW to confirm that proposed nesting 
buffers are sufficient to avoid impacts on nesting 
activities. 

► If an active nest is discovered outside of the typical 
nesting season, it should be avoided using the same 
avoidance measures that would be applied during the 
typical nesting season until such time as the young have 
fully fledged and are foraging independently of their 
parents 

► In the event the Placer County Conservation Program 
(PCCP) is adopted prior to submittal of improvement 
plans for this project or prior to the project’s own State 
and federal permits being obtained for effects associated 
with listed species and their habitats, waters of the State, 
and waters of the U.S., then Mitigation Measure 12-5 
may be replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and 
conditions on covered activities to address this resource 
impact and avoidance and minimization measures as set 
forth in the PCCP implementation document to the extent 
compliance with the PCCP provides equal or greater 
mitigation or reduction in the significance of impacts. If 
PCCP enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State 
and federal agencies as mitigation for one or more 
biological resource area impacts, then the PCCP 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures shall 
apply only to those species, habitat types, and waters that 
are covered by the PCCP. 

12-5 Biological 
Resources—
Potential 
Disturbance of 
Dens and 
Individual 
Ringtails. 

Mitigation Measure 12-6: Implement Measures to 
Protect Ringtail and Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat. 
The County and its contractor shall implement the following 
measures to protect the dens of ringtails and roost sites of 
Townsend’s big-eared bat and other bat species: 
► A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction 

surveys to identify bat hibernation roosts and maternity 
sites and potential ringtail den sites in suitable habitat 
within 100 feet of proposed trails, bridges, parking areas, 
and firebreaks (i.e., those areas directly affected by 
construction). For bats, the bat roost assessment shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist with experience 
identifying bat roosts. Bat surveys should be conducted 
one year in advance of proposed construction to allow for 
sufficient time to develop avoidance and mitigation 
measures in advance of construction. 

► Trees and rock outcroppings to be removed shall be 
assessed for potentially suitable colonial roost habitat in 
advance of removal. The assessment shall focus on mine 
tunnels, caves, abandoned buildings, and trees and rock 
outcroppings that exhibit characteristics that provide high 
quality roost habitat, such as snags with apparent cavities 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to 
construction 

County and 
California 

Department of 
Fish and 
Wildlife 
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or sloughing bark, large-diameter trees with basal 
hollows, large diameter trees with indications of 
senescence (process of deterioration with age), live trees 
with dead tops, and large rock outcroppings containing 
fissures or flakes. The survey shall also search for 
indications of use by ringtails and by bats in suitable roost 
sites (e.g., scat or guano, urine or oil staining, bat smells, 
audible bat noises, visible bats). Visual inspections shall 
be aided as appropriate by the use of spotlights, 
binoculars, and borescopes, and shall avoid undue 
disturbance to roosting bats in a sensitive state (e.g., 
rearing or hibernation). 

► For ringtail surveys, den site surveys should focus on 
trees 5 inches dbh or greater in riparian areas, particularly 
those with cavities. 

► The County shall avoid locating trails and other project 
features within 100 feet of potential bat roosts and ringtail 
dens. If avoidance is not possible, the County shall survey 
those locations to determine if they are occupied by the 
target species.  

► If removal of a roost site occupied by Townsend’s big-
eared bats cannot be avoided, the County will consult 
with CDFW to determine the appropriate course of action 
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for impacts on the roost 
before removal. The avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures that are implemented shall meet the 
following standards: 

► Tree removal shall be implemented with a staged 
approach under the guidance of a qualified bat biologist 
and in coordination with CDFW, with the goal of 
encouraging bats in residence to leave before habitat is 
removed. These measures could include limbing the tree 
a day before felling the tree; opening up the potential 
roost habitat to introduce disturbing airflow; introducing 
nighttime lighting or other disturbing elements to the 
roost area; or excluding bats from the habitat, either 
physically with the use of one-way doors, or with the use 
of acoustic deterrents, as practical and as approved by 
CDFW. 

► Lost roost habitat will be replaced by either the creation 
of basal hollows in existing trees, or with constructed 
artificial roosts. The replacement roost habitat shall 
provide comparable habitat to the roost that is being 
removed, and shall be located near suitable foraging 
habitat, as determined by CDFW. Potential ringtail den 
sites may be removed only from September through 
April. The County’s qualified biologist shall verify that 
the potential den is not occupied immediately before 
sealing it. 
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12-6 Biological 
Resources—
Potential 
Disturbance of 
Townsend’s 
Big-Eared Bat 
and Other Bat 
Roosts. 

See Mitigation Measure 12-6 above: Implement 
Measures to Protect Ringtail and Townsend’s Big-Eared 
Bat 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to 
construction 

County and 
California 

Department of 
Fish and 
Wildlife 

12-8 Biological 
Resources—
Impacts on 
Waters of the 
United States 
and Waters of 
the State. 

See Mitigation Measure S12-2 above: Replace, Restore, 
or Enhance Affected Jurisdictional Waters of the United 
States and Waters of the State 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to 
construction  

County, Central 
Valley 

Regional Water 
Quality Control 

Board, 
California 

Department of 
Fish and 

Wildlife, and 
U.S. Army 
Corps of 

Engineers 

12-9 Biological 
Resources—
Impacts on 
Oak 
Woodland 
Habitat. 

Mitigation Measure S12-7: Protect Oak Woodland 
Habitat  
► Prior to any removal of significant trees (equal to, or 

greater than, six (6) inches DBH (diameter at breast 
height) or 10 inches DBH aggregate for multi-trunked 
trees), the project applicant shall obtain a tree removal 
permit from Placer County. In conjunction with submittal 
of a tree removal permit application, the applicant shall 
submit a site plan showing all protected trees proposed 
for removal. In accordance with Chapter 12.16.080 of the 
Placer County Code, the applicant shall comply with any 
conditions required by the Planning Services Division, 
which shall include payment of in-lieu fees. In-lieu fees 
shall be paid into the Placer County Tree Preservation 
Fund at $100 per inch of DBH removed or impacted. 

► In the event the Placer County Conservation Program is 
adopted prior to submittal of improvement plans for this 
project or prior to the project’s own State and federal 
permits being obtained for effects associated with listed 
species and their habitats, waters of the State, and waters 
of the U.S., then Mitigation Measure 12-7 may be 
replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and conditions 
on covered activities to address this resource impact and 
avoidance and minimization measures as set forth in the 
PCCP implementation document to the extent compliance 
with the PCCP provides equal or greater mitigation or 
reduction in the significance of impacts. If PCCP 
enrollment is chosen and/or required by the State and 
federal agencies as mitigation for one or more biological 
resource area impacts, then the PCCP avoidance, 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County  
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minimization and mitigation measures shall apply only to 
those species, habitat types, and waters that are covered 
by the PCCP. 

► The Site Plans shall include a note and show placement of 
Temporary Construction Fencing. The applicant shall 
install a four foot tall, brightly colored (usually yellow or 
orange), synthetic mesh material fence (or an equivalent 
approved by the Development Review Committee) at the 
following locations prior to any construction equipment 
being moved on-site or any construction activities taking 
place:  
 Adjacent to any and all open space preserve areas 

that are within 50 feet of any proposed construction 
activity; 

 At the limits of construction, outside the critical root 
zone of all trees six (6) inches DBH (diameter at 
breast height), or 10 inches DBH aggregate for 
multi-trunk trees, within 50 feet of any grading, road 
improvements, underground utilities, or other 
development activity; or, 

 Around any and all "special protection" areas such as 
open space parcels and wetland features. 

13.0 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

13-3 Public 
Services and 
Utilities—
Increase in 
Demand for 
Fire and 
Emergency 
Medical 
Services. 

Mitigation Measure S13-1 – County shall purchase one 
Light Rescue Vehicle for use by the Placer County Fire 
Department / CAL FIRE 
In order to navigate further into to the trail system within the 
expansion areas and to provide a vehicle that can not only 
aid with emergency medical service requests, but also 
provide an initial response with potential wildfires, the 
County shall fund the purchase of one light rescue vehicle 
(LRV). The LRV shall be purchased at the completion of the 
first phase of the Twilight Ride access improvements, and 
prior to opening of the parking area to the general public. 
 
Note:  With the staff-recommended Reduced Project, 
there is no phasing of the improvements at the Twilight 
Ride site, so the measure would occur with full build-out 
of the Reduced Project. 

County Prior to 
opening 
Twilight 

Ride 
parking area 
to the public 

County 

13-4 Public 
Services and 
Utilities—
Increase in 
Emergency 
Response 
Times and 
Need for 
Expanded 
Facilities.  

See Mitigation Measure S13-1 above – County shall 
purchase one Light Rescue Vehicle for use by the Placer 
County Fire Department/CAL FIRE. 

County Prior to 
opening 
Twilight 

Ride 
parking area 
to the public 
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14.0 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDS 

14-2 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazards—
Potential for 
Release of 
Hazardous 
Materials 
during 
Construction 
or Operation. 

Mitigation Measure 14-1: Implement Measures to 
Reduce Hazards Associated with Potential Releases of 
Hazardous Materials.  
The County shall ensure that the following measures are 
implemented before project construction begins: 
► The County or the County’s contractor shall prepare and 

implement an accidental-spill prevention and response 
plan for storage and use of hazardous materials during 
trail construction and maintenance. This plan shall 
identify measures to prevent accidental spills from 
leaving the area and methods for responding to and 
cleaning up spills before neighboring properties are 
exposed to hazardous materials. 

► The County shall ensure that any employee handling 
hazardous materials is trained in the safe handling and 
storage of hazardous materials and is trained to follow all 
applicable regulations with regard to such hazardous 
materials. 

► The primary construction contractor shall identify a 
staging area where hazardous materials will be stored 
during construction, in accordance with applicable state 
and federal regulations. 

County and 
contractor 

Prior to 
construction  

County  

  See Mitigation Measure S5-1 above, “Soils, Geology, and 
Seismicity”: Obtain Authorization for Construction and 
Operation Activities with the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion 
and Sediment Control Measures as Required 

County and 
Contractors 

Prior to, 
during and 
following 

construction 

County and 
Central Valley 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 

Board 

14-4 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazards—
Potential 
Exposure of 
People to 
Hazardous 
Materials. 

Mitigation Measure 14-2: Prepare and Implement a 
Safety Hazard Plan and Conduct Soil Sampling.  
To avoid health risks to construction workers, Placer County 
shall require the contractor to prepare and implement a site 
health and safety plan if areas containing hazardous 
materials are to be disturbed. This plan will outline measures 
that will be employed to protect construction workers and 
the public from exposure to hazardous materials during 
remediation, demolition, and construction activities. The 
County shall consult with the contractor to determine the 
measures to be employed at the site, which could include 
posting notices, limiting access to the site, monitoring the air 
quality, watering, and installation of wind fences. 
Contractors shall be required to comply with state health and 
safety standards for all demolition work, including 
compliance with OSHA and Cal/OSHA requirements 
regarding exposure to ACMs and LBP. 

County and 
contractor 

Prior to and 
during 

construction 

County and 
Department of 

Toxic 
Substance 
Control 

  For any prospecting or mining resources (Abandoned Mine 
Lands) that are in close proximity to a project facility, a 
Phase 2 Limited Soil Sampling (soil sampling) shall be 
conducted to determine if there are any hazardous materials 
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Table 4-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

present on-site. The soil sampling of the tailings shall be 
conducted during the entitlement process (i.e., conditional 
use permit). Soil sampling will determine the California 
Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSL) of the testing 
protocol (CAM 17 metals, a list of 17 metals found typically 
in hazardous materials and mining sites). The CHHSLs are a 
list of 54 hazardous chemicals in soil or soil gas that the 
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) 
considers to be below thresholds for risks to human health. 
The soil sampling results shall be reviewed by Placer County 
Division of Environmental Health. If the soil sampling 
results are above the CHHSLs, then Placer County Division 
of Environmental Health would refer the project to the 
DTSC. DTSC requires the project proponent to enter their 
Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) program. The VCA 
typically requires more soil testing to determine the scope of 
the contamination area. Furthermore, DTSC may require a 
Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) and/or a 
removal action workplan (RAW). The PEA is used to 
discuss the health risks associated with hazardous materials 
site releases and the RAW is used to specifically detail the 
areas of the project area to have soil removed and the 
contaminated soils disposal at an appropriate solid waste 
facility. Following soils removal, DTSC issues a “No 
Further Action” letter indicating that the project site is safe. 
In addition, the contractor shall prepare and implement a site 
plan that identifies necessary remediation activities 
appropriate for proposed land uses, including excavation and 
removal of on-site contaminated soils, and redistribution of 
clean fill material within the project area. The plan shall 
include measures that ensure the safe transport, use, and 
disposal of contaminated soil and building debris removed 
from the project area. In the event that contaminated 
groundwater is encountered during site excavation activities, 
the contractor shall report the contamination to appropriate 
regulatory agencies, dewater the excavated area, and treat 
the contaminated groundwater to remove contaminants 
before discharge into the sanitary sewer system. The 
contractor shall be required to comply with the plan and with 
applicable local, state, and federal laws.  
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Table 4-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

The soil sampling results shall be reviewed by Placer County 
Environmental Health Services. If the soil sampling results 
are above the CHHSLs, then Placer County Environmental 
Health Services would refer the project to the DTSC. DTSC 
requires the project proponent to enter their Voluntary 
Cleanup Agreement (VCA) program. The VCA typically 
requires more soil testing to determine the scope of the 
contamination area. Furthermore, DTSC may require a 
Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) and/or a 
removal action workplan (RAW). The PEA is used to 
discuss the health risks associated with hazardous materials 
site releases and the RAW is used to specifically detail the 
areas of the project area to have soil removed and the 
contaminated soils disposal at an appropriate solid waste 
facility. Following soils removal, DTSC issues a “No 
Further Action” letter indicating that the project site is safe. 

In addition, the contractor shall prepare and implement a site 
plan that identifies necessary remediation activities 
appropriate for proposed land uses, including excavation and 
removal of on-site contaminated soils, and redistribution of 
clean fill material within the project area. The plan shall 
include measures that ensure the safe transport, use, and 
disposal of contaminated soil and building debris removed 
from the project area. In the event that contaminated 
groundwater is encountered during site excavation activities, 
the contractor shall report the contamination to appropriate 
regulatory agencies, dewater the excavated area, and treat 
the contaminated groundwater to remove contaminants 
before discharge into the sanitary sewer system. The 
contractor shall be required to comply with the plan and with 
applicable local, state, and federal laws. 
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Table 4-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation/ 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Verification 
Responsibility 

16.0 WILDFIRE 

16-1 Wildfire—
Potential for 
increased risk 
to human 
health through 
exposure to 
uncontrolled 
wildfire or 
from 
construction 
and 
maintenance 
of 
infrastructure 
that could 
spark a 
wildfire. 

Mitigation Measure S16-1a – Curtail certain 
construction and maintenance activities during high-risk 
wildfire periods 
Construction and maintenance activities utilizing motorized 
equipment shall be curtailed during red-flag warning days 
and other high-risk periods characterized by low humidity 
and unusually windy conditions as determined by the Fire 
Department. 

County During high 
risk wildfire 

periods 

County 

  Mitigation Measure S16-1b – Provide on-site source of 
water during certain construction and maintenance 
activities 
Construction and maintenance activities requiring motorized 
equipment will maintain a source of water on-site to address 
a potential ignition event caused by construction and 
maintenance activities 

County and 
contractor 

During 
construction 

and 
maintenance 

activities 
that require 
motorized 
equipment 

County 

  See Mitigation Measure S13-1 above - County shall 
purchase one Light Rescue Vehicle for use by the Placer 
County Fire Department/CAL FIRE 

County Prior to 
opening 
Twilight 

Ride 
parking area 
to the public 

County 
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   DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
   PARKS DIVISION 
    County of Placer 

Page 1 of 3

HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK TRAILS EXPANSION 
REDUCED PROJECT 

(PLN19-00187) 

ERRATA 
FINAL SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

(SCH NO. 2007062084) 

This document reflects clarifications to mitigation measures and impacts that would occur in the 
September 2020 Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project Final Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report (Final SEIR) if the staff-recommended “Reduced Project” is chosen.   

- Impact 8-4: Transportation and Circulation – Conflict with adopted program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities-Increase in Traffic Impacts Associated with Project Access. 

- Mitigation Measure S8-5: Construct Left Turn Lane at Access to Twilight Ride.  Prior to 
operation of Phase 2 (time at which point 75 percent of the parking stalls at the Twilight Ride 
access are constructed), Improvement Plans meeting County standards shall be prepared 
showing the construction of a left turn lane at the Twilight Ride access encroachment from Bell 
Road onto the site to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Traffic stripe removal, 
new striping and pavement markings shall conform to criteria specified in the latest version of the 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual for a design speed of 40 miles per hour (mph), unless an 
alternative is approved by the Department of Public Works. 

The Reduced Project proposes the construction of Phase 1 only at the Twilight Ride parking area, and 
results in the elimination of the later phase, Phase 2. Phase 1 would provide access to 50 regular, 4 ADA 
spaces and 20 equestrian parking spaces, while Phase 2 allows increased access to 46 additional regular 
parking spaces, and 20 additional equestrian parking spaces.  The Twilight Ride site access is located 
on Bell Road, and the Final SEIR considers the extent to which left turn lane is needed. (See, Draft SEIR, 
8-26, Table 8-9.)  Based on Table 8-9, a left turn would not be needed as long as the left turn volume is 
fewer than 10 left turns per hour.  Proportionately, 9 left turns represent 75 percent of the left turn demand 
at full occupancy, which is not reached until Phase 2 is implemented. Since the Reduced Project will only 
implement Phase 1, traffic levels associated with the Reduced Project do not rise to the level requiring a 
left-hand turn lane. As a result, under the Reduced Project, traffic levels would be decreased from the 
original project such that Impact 8-4 is reduced to a less-than-significant level without the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure S8-5.  

- Mitigation Measure S8-3: Install or Upgrade Traffic Control Devices along Cramer Road. 
Prior to the public use of the Twilight Ride facility in Phase 1, install or upgrade traffic control 
devices along Cramer Road to meet current Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets 
and Highways (MUTCD) standards for message, location and sign condition to the satisfaction of 
the Department of Public Works.  

The Reduced Project would eliminate the second phase of the Twilight Ride parking area, and therefore 
Mitigation Measure S8-3 would be implemented prior to any public use of the Twilight Ride facility, instead 
of public use prior to Phase 1. 

Attachment D
Exhibit E
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- Impact 11-4: Hydrology and Water Quality—Change in the Supply and Availability of 

Groundwater through Withdrawals, Interception, or Loss of Recharge Capacity. 
 

The full project would result in development of approximately 18 acres of the 2,765+/- acres of HFRP 
Trails Expansion project with impervious surfaces.  In comparison, the Reduced Project would develop 
much less, approximately 3.4 acres, with impervious surfaces. The significance finding would continue 
to be the same, as well as the applicable mitigation measures.   
 

- Impact 12-2: Biological Resources—Potential Disturbance of California Red-Legged Frog. 
 

The Reduced Project would not include roadway and parking improvements in the Curtola Ranch 
Road/Harvego Preserve area and would therefore eliminate the potential for an impact in that portion of 
the project area. Nonetheless, due to construction of the access/parking areas in other areas near 
potential California red-legged frog habitat, the impact remains potentially significant. 
 

- Impact 7-3: Visual Resources – Long-Term Changes in Visual Resources Associated with 
the Improvements to Garden Bar Road and Curtola Ranch Road. 
 

- Mitigation Measure 7-1: Revegetate and Restore All Disturbed Areas to Minimize Visual 
Quality Impacts.  To address the potential degradation of visual quality resulting from tree 
removal, the County shall revegetate and restore all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken 
between April 1 and October 1 shall include regular watering to ensure adequate initial growth. 
To the extent feasible, restoration of trees and shrubs shall reduce visual impacts for affected 
properties. Revegetation of disturbed areas shall promote restoration of vegetation over time that 
is as consistent as feasible with the surrounding natural landscape, recognizing constraints of the 
right-of-way and available space. The County shall prepare a restoration and revegetation plan 
that implements actions intended to mitigate the impacts on trees and vegetation removed along 
Garden Bar Road. The plan will be prepared in conjunction with detailed roadway engineering 
design, so that precise areas of disturbance are known, and the revegetation process can be 
coordinated with roadway implementation. Portions of the revegetation plan may be implemented 
on adjacent property outside the County road right-of-way by agreements with willing property 
owners.  
 

The impacts to visual resources associated with improvements to Garden Bar Road and Curtola Ranch 
Road identified in the Draft SEIR would not be applicable to the Reduced Project since it does not include 
improvements on Curtola Ranch Road or Phases 2 and 3 of the Garden Bar parking area, and therefore 
does not result in tree removal in those areas.  As a result, the Reduced Project would eliminate the 
significant and unavoidable impact to visual resources along Garden Bar Road (related to Impact 7-3), 
as well as the “Cumulative Plus Project Conditions” related to the oak tree removal along Garden Bar 
Road, and would result in a less-than-significant impact for both.   
 
Because the Reduced Project does not include either Phase 2 or Phase 3 of the Garden Bar parking 
area, widening of the road and oak tree removal along Garden Bar Road would not be required, thereby 
eliminating the significant and unavoidable impact to visual resources along Garden Bar Road, and the 
need for Mitigation Measure 7-1, which would have required revegetation along Garden Bar Road. 
 
The aforementioned information does not necessitate recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
15088.5 since it does not result in any significant new information. Specifically, the information does not 
result in either: (1) a new significant environmental impact that would result from the project or from a 
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact that would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact 
to a level of insignificance; (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
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from other previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it; or (4) the Draft SEIR was so fundamentally and 
basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15008.5.)  Here, the provided information was identified and analyzed 
in the Draft SEIR, and the Reduced Project is simply a smaller portion of the project that was initially 
analyzed. No impacts have been increased through the Reduced Project, but instead as the scope of the 
project was reduced, so were the impacts. Accordingly, recirculation is not required.  
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    COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY 
 PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION 

County of Placer 

OCTOBER 2020 – PC 
Page 1 of 20 

          RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK TRAILS EXPANSION 

(PCPA 20090391 / PLN19-00187) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBER(S):  All or portions of 026-020-002, 026-020-009, 026-020-011, 026-
020-012, 026-020-013, 026-061-001, 026-061-003, 026-061-007, 026-061-013-510, 026-061-051, 026-061-
055, 026-061-068, 026-061-080, 026-061-081, 026-061-082, 026-061-083, 026-072-045, 026-072-047,026-
072-049, 026-072-050, 026-072-054, 026-072-055, 026-072-056, 026-072-057, 026-072-062, 026-072-063, 
026-072-074, 026-072-075, 026-072-076, 026-072-084, 026-072-085, 026-081-001, 026-081-002, 026-081-
003, 026-081-004, 026-081-005, 026-081-006, 026-081-007, 026-081-008, 026-081-023, 026-081-040, 
026-081-044, 026-081-047, 026-081-048, 026-081-050, 026-081-052, 026-110-001, 026-110-012, 026-110-
018, 026-120-028, 026-130-041, 026-301-025, 026-301-029, 026-301-031, 026-301-036, 026-301-037, 
026-310-010, 026-310-012, 026-370-019, 026-370-040, 026-370-044, 026-370-053 and 026-370-056 

THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL BE SATISFIED BY THE APPLICANT, OR AN AUTHORIZED 
AGENT.  THE SATISFACTORY COMPLETION OF THESE REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE DETERMINED 
BY THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE (DRC), COUNTY SURVEYOR, AND/OR THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION. 

1. This Conditional Use Permit Modification (CUP Modification) modifies Conditional Use Permit PCPA
20090391 and authorizes the development and use of all or portions of APN’s  026-020-002, 026-020-
009, 026-020-011, 026-020-012, 026-020-013, 026-061-001, 026-061-003, 026-061-007, 026-061-
013-510, 026-061-051, 026-061-055, 026-061-068, 026-061-080, 026-061-081, 026-061-082, 026-
061-083, 026-072-045, 026-072-047,026-072-049, 026-072-050, 026-072-054, 026-072-055, 026-
072-056, 026-072-057, 026-072-062, 026-072-063, 026-072-074, 026-072-075, 026-072-076, 026-
072-084, 026-072-085, 026-081-001, 026-081-002, 026-081-003, 026-081-004, 026-081-005, 026-
081-006, 026-081-007, 026-081-008, 026-081-023, 026-081-040, 026-081-044, 026-081-047, 026-
081-048, 026-081-050, 026-081-052, 026-110-001, 026-110-012, 026-110-018, 026-120-028, 026-
130-041, 026-301-025, 026-301-029, 026-301-031, 026-301-036, 026-301-037, 026-310-010, 026-
310-012, 026-370-019, 026-370-040, 026-370-044, 026-370-053 and 026-370-056 for the existing
1,200-acre Hidden Falls Regional Park (HFRP) and approximately 2,765-acre new Trails Expansion
Area.

This CUP Modification covers: 
• Expanding the HFRP trails network from 30 miles to approximately 60 miles through the addition of

existing trails and construction of new trails within the lands owned or held in conservation easements
by the Placer Land Trust, or on lands owned by Placer County, or where the County holds trail
easements;

• Constructing two additional bridges over Raccoon Creek and one major culvert crossing over a
tributary to Raccoon Creek between the existing HFRP trail network and Taylor Ranch;

• Adding parking and access areas improvements, including utilizing the existing parking and access
at Harvego Preserve off Curtola Ranch Road for access to the northern areas of the expanded trails
network, and creating new access points on the Twilight Ride property off of Bell Road to provide
access midway through the Trails Expansion Area, as well as the parking area on the Garden Bar
40 parcel for access to the western end of the expansion area. In addition, an additional automobile
overflow area will be added to the existing HFRP Mears Place entrance.

• Restricts construction of parking areas as follows:

Attachment E
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o Addition of up to 25 more overflow automobile parking spots at the HFRP Mears Place entrance 
o Utilization of the current parking area at the Harvego Preserve for docent-led tours only, 12 times 

per year  
o Phase 1 of the Twilight Ride parking area (54 automobile/20 equestrian parking spaces) 
o Phases 1A and 1C of the Garden Bar 40 parking area (25 auto/5 ADA spaces) and allowance for 

6 Special Events per year 
 

• Changes from the previously approved access and parking area from Garden Bar Road on the west 
side of HFRP to access and parking planned on the newly acquired Garden Bar 40 parcel;  

• Identifying and clarifying the type and size of events allowed at the Garden Bar entrance and facilities 
allowed within the existing HFRP and Trails Expansion Area;  

• Construction of supporting facilities including restroom facilities, water wells, stream crossings, 
viewing platforms, picnic areas, benches, signage, drinking fountains, animal proof trash/recycle 
receptacles, fire suppression facilities, emergency/maintenance access roads, equestrian facilities, 
fencing;  

• Allowed uses including recreational uses (hiking, bicycle riding and horseback riding), grazing, 
agriculture, nature/cultural education, organized events (i.e. cross country track meets, docent led 
tours), film & theater production, hunting and fishing (fishing according to CA Dept. of Fish and 
Wildlife Freshwater Fishing Regulations, depredation hunting by County/federal wildlife specialists); 
and  

• Management means and methods including hours of operation, use of reservation system, operation 
of public water supply permit(s) and Transient Non-community Water System permit(s), regulatory 
compliance. 

 
This CUP Modification identifies the following management areas for their individual characteristics and 
definition of unique management needs and facilities.  Management areas include the Bear River 
Backcountry Management Area, Taylor Ranch Management Area, Hidden Falls Management Area, 
and Garden Bar Management Area.  Management areas are depicted on Exhibit A. 

 
Permitted Uses are those typically associated with a passive park (i.e. hiking, biking, horseback riding, 
etc.).  Specific facilities include: 
A) Bear River Backcountry Management Area (BRBMA): 

i. No development of new parking areas 
ii. Existing graded dirt area at north end of Curtola Ranch Road allows parking for approximately 

18 vehicles 
iii. Public vehicle access to the BRBMA by docent led tour only, 12 times per year. 
iv. Access to the BRBMA by pedestrian, equestrian, and bicycle use, originating from the other 

Trails Expansion Area designated parking areas outside of the BRBMA (i.e. the Twilight Ride 
parking area), is allowed 7-days per week and only by backcountry access permit administered 
by the Placer County Department of Public Works, Parks Division. 

v. A backcountry access permit would include, but not be limited to, the following elements: 
a. Personal identification and emergency contact information of entrants 
b. Ingress/egress itinerary of entrants 
c. Education of physical conditions of BRBMA and acknowledgment of preparedness 
d. Education of rules and regulations for the BRBMA and agreement of entrants to adhere to 

rules and regulations, including limiting travel to designated public access areas. 
 

B) Taylor Ranch Management Area (TRMA): 
i. 54 automobile parking stalls including 4 ADA stalls (hard surfacing) 
ii. 20 equestrian parking stalls (gravel) 
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iii. Entry road improvements from Bell Road, including driveway encroachment (hard surfacing of 
encroachment, entry road and access road to parking area) 

iv. Entry gate(s) and/or ranger booth 
v. Stream crossings 
vi. 12,000-gallon water storage tank and hydrant 
vii. Permanent restroom 
viii. Groundwater well for drinking water, restrooms, and fire suppression. 
ix. Septic system 
x. Entry kiosk, including area for safety information from Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE 
xi. Equestrian amenities (horse hitch, mounting block, horse-watering facilities) 
xii. Unpaved access trail to connect to Taylor Ranch 
xiii. Directional signage on trail to guide park users and emergency personnel  
xiv. Helicopter landing zone near parking area constructed in consultation with Placer County 

Fire/CAL FIRE staff 
xv. Drivable 12’ fire access road reaching into trails expansion area as far as possible given 

topographic conditions and in accordance with any restrictions derived from the conservation 
easement or other executed agreements. 

xvi. Prior to opening the TRMA parking area for public use, provide a Light Rescue Vehicle (LRV) 
to Placer County Fire/CAL FIRE to serve the Project area and the greater North Auburn/Ophir 
areas served by the Placer County Fire Department. 

 
C) Hidden Falls Management Area (HFMA) 

i. The following parking descriptions include the total of existing spaces in use at the time of the 
issuance of this CUP Modification plus new development allowed under this CUP Modification: 
a. 55 paved automobile parking stalls including 4 ADA stalls 
b. Gravel parking areas sized to accommodate 75 automobiles (may be used for automobiles 

or equestrians). Includes existing gravel parking area, plus new gravel parking area for 25 
automobiles 

c. 12 designated equestrian parking stalls 
I. Entry road improvements from Mears Place, including commercial driveway (existing) 
II. Entry gate and/or ranger booth (existing) 
III. 12,000-gallon water storage tank and hydrant (existing) 
IV. Permanent restroom (existing) 
V. Groundwater well for drinking water, restrooms, and fire suppression. (existing) 
VI. Septic system (existing) 
VII. Helicopter landing zone near parking area constructed in consultation with Placer 

County Fire/CAL FIRE staff (existing) 
VIII. New ponds developed in conjunction with the fuel load reduction and/or grazing plans 

and in coordination with CDFW; 
IX. Hunting is prohibited within the HFMA other than as allowed by a valid depredation 

permit. 
 

D) Garden Bar Management Area (GBMA) 
i. Paved encroachment from Garden Bar Road, access driveway and parking area for 25 

automobile stalls 
ii. Separate parking area near the existing westerly HFRP vehicle bridge with 5 ADA parking 

spaces 
iii. Informal overflow parking areas sized to accommodate a 200-person Special event; limited to 

a maximum of 6 Special Events per year 
iv. Equestrian trailers are not allowed parking access at the GBMA. 
v. Entry road improvements from Garden Bar Road 
vi. Entry gate and/or ranger booth 
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vii. 12,000-gallon water storage tank and hydrant 
viii. Permanent restroom 
ix. Groundwater well for drinking water, restrooms, and fire suppression; 
x. Septic system 
xi. Helicopter landing zone near parking area constructed in consultation with Placer County 

Fire/CAL FIRE staff (existing) 
xii. A group camping area with one or more formalized fire pits, a group tent area, and/or 

bunkhouses for scheduled, supervised overnight use.  
xiii. Development of a nature/cultural education/commercial kitchen/conference center at the 

existing Hidden Falls Regional Park ranch house or other suitable location within the GBMA; 
xiv. Hunting is prohibited within the GBMA other than as allowed by a valid depredation permit. 
xv. Parking improvements and public access in the GBMA is to be conducted in accordance with 

the following phases: 
 

Permitted Access Corresponding Improvements 
GBMA PHASE A – Proposed  

� Garden Bar 
entrance 
improved to 
allow 25 
automobile 
parking spaces 
and 5 ADA 
spaces (Public 
access allowed 
only on 
weekends / 
holidays / high 
volume days. 
Reservation 
required. 
Parking spaces 
only allowed 
one turn-over 
per day. 

� Improved signage and pavement markings added on Garden Bar Road 
� Provide drivable 12’ fire access road reaching from Garden Bar parking 

area into HFRP as far as reasonably possible 
� Provide CAL FIRE and Knox padlocks on all access gates 
� Provide Helicopter landing zone near Garden Bar western entrance to 

HFRP (this landing zone is currently in place and verified per CAL FIRE 
field visit on January 30, 2019) 

� The new Garden Bar vehicle parking areas shall provide designated 
parking stalls and maintain clear fire access lanes of 20’, meet fire 
equipment turning radius, and be able to support 75,000 pounds load 
rating 

� Vertical clearances along trails and fire access lanes shall be pruned to 
a minimum of 15’ 0”. Vertical clearances shall apply to the planned 
covered bridge over Raccoon Creek that was approved in 2010 

� Trails shall provide directional signage to guide park users and 
emergency personnel to points of interest and egress routes (trail 
signage is in place within existing HFRP) 

� Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE shall be given room for an 
information kiosk for use during peak usage days for distribution of 
safety information. 

� Defensible space standards shall be met pursuant to PRC 4291. 
Defensible space shall be increased as necessary in consultation with 
Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE staff to account for vegetation 
types and slopes. 

� A 12,000 gallon water tank and hydrant shall be maintained near the 
Garden Bar parking area 

� Portable toilets made available until Phase 1c 
  

GBMA PHASE C – Proposed 
� Informal 

overflow areas 
at Garden Bar 
40 parking area 

 Addition to Phase 1B Improvements: 
� Special Event Permit Application (SEPA) approval from County Parks 

required.  
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Permitted Access Corresponding Improvements 
and near 
existing ranch 
house to 
accommodate 
a 200-person 
event in 
addition to 30 
reservation-
based spaces. 
Special Events 
limited to 6 
days per year. 

Permanent restrooms and septic system (or vault system if adequate well 
water is not available) 

 
E) Facilities common to all management areas: 

i. Approximately 30 miles of multiple-use, natural-surface trails in addition to more than 30 miles 
of existing HFRP multi-use trails and roads for hikers, mountain bikers, and equestrians;  

ii. American’s with Disabilities (ADA) accessible trails including access for ADA wheelchairs; 
iii. Bridge crossings over Raccoon Creek and other streams to support the trail network, provide 

emergency access, and connect to the existing trail system within HFRP and the Trails 
Expansion Area; 

iv. Culvert and rock-lined stream crossings over intermittent drainages to support the trails network; 
v. Fire suppression facilities (i.e., helistops for emergency use and an emergency water system); 
vi. Establishment of no-parking zones and installation of no-parking signage to discourage 

pedestrian travel along local roads as appropriate in consultation with the Placer County 
Department of Public Works Transportation Planning Division and as adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors.  

vii. Picnic areas throughout HFRP and the Trails Expansion Area to accommodate use;  
viii. Benches and rest areas throughout HFRP and the Trails Expansion Area; 
ix. Enclosed animal-proof trash receptacles throughout  HFRP and the Trails Expansion Area to 

accommodate use; 
x. Suitable landscaping around parking areas and restrooms; 
xi. Improvements to facilitate public access to viewing areas (i.e. pond-side boardwalk,  

observation decks); 
xii. Drinking fountains; 
xiii. Exclusionary fencing and/or bollards around parking areas and entry roads to restrict public 

vehicle access beyond designated parking/entry access areas; 
xiv. Designated fishing locations along Raccoon Creek and/or ponds developed in coordination with 

the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW); 
xv. Film and theater production, subject to County Film Permit requirements; 
xvi. Interpretive programs, including signage, displays, and/or guided tours; 
xvii. Directional and wayfinding signage; 
xviii. Informational kiosks; 
xix. Restoration of various habitats within HFRP and the Trails Expansion Area; 
xx. Use of HFRP and the Trails Expansion Area for grazing and other agricultural uses, including 

paddock fencing and other infrastructure to support agricultural uses; 
xxi. Educational classes, and field trips  

 
The HFRP and Trails Expansion Area properties are subject to applicable provisions of Article 12.24 
et al of the Placer County Code, (hereinafter “County Parks Ordinance”).  If conflict exists between 
this permit and the County Parks Ordinance, the County Parks Ordinance shall take precedence.  
Changes to the County Parks Ordinance affecting the provisions of this permit shall be considered 
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to automatically amend this permit provided, however, that nothing herein shall be construed as to 
relieve the applicant of any provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

 
The subject area of this CUP Modification includes property owned by Placer County and property 
owned by others.  Property owned by others is intended to be used for the permitted purposes by Placer 
County under rights of separate easements or other agreements.  The intent of this CUP Modification 
is to define the activities of Placer County, its agents, and assigns, within the parcels identified in this 
document.  Nothing herein shall be construed as affecting or limiting the rights or obligations of 
underlying property owners or easement holders, other than Placer County, within the area of this 
Conditional Use Permit Modification. 

 
 Development of facilities may be expanded in phases as funding becomes available. Prior to 

allowing expanded public vehicle access for each phase, the corresponding road, parking and other 
improvements would be completed. 

 
 Construction of facilities beyond the description contained in Condition No. 1 above and described 

herein (with the exception of facilities which are clearly incidental to those listed above) shall be 
subject to evaluation through a subsequent modification of this use permit and further environmental 
review. Any modification of this CUP Modification would require additional public meetings, hearings, 
and ultimate approval by the Board of Supervisors. Such facilities include, but are not limited to: 
• Construction of active recreation facilities such as ball fields or tennis courts 
• Amplified sound 

 
 Subject to the Placer County Grading Ordinance and applicable federal and state regulations, 

ongoing alterations to the maintenance road and trail system to improve stability, avoid resources, 
and provide user enhancement shall be considered consistent with this permit without need for 
modification. 

 
 The following Conditions of Approval pertain to construction activities and not on-going maintenance 

activities unless specifically stated.   
 
IMPROVEMENT PLANS 
 
2. Any on-site sewage disposal area within 50' of any planned construction shall be shown on the Grading 

/ Improvement Plans. (EH) 
 
GRADING 
 
3. The County shall prepare and submit Grading and Drainage Plans (Plans) and specifications (per 

the requirements of Section II of the Land Development Manual that are in effect at the time of 
submittal) for review and approval of work associated with structural design, hydrology associated 
with the bridges, and grading/drainage associated with the facility development zone. The Plans 
shall show all conditions affecting those facilities as well as pertinent topographical features. All 
existing and proposed utilities and easements, on-site and adjacent to those facilities, which may be 
affected by planned construction, shall be shown on the plans. The County shall pay plan check and 
inspection fees as applicable.  (MM 11-1)  

 
4. All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation, tree impacts, and tree removal associated 

with HFRP and the proposed Project, including access roads, parking areas, overlooks, bridges and 
trails shall be shown on the Plans and all work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading 
Ordinance AECOM Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Subsequent DEIR Hydrology and 
Water Quality 11-20 (Section 15.48, formerly Chapter 29, Placer County Code) and the Placer 
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County Flood Control District’s Stormwater Management Manual. No grading, clearing, or tree 
disturbance shall occur until the Plans are approved and any required temporary construction 
fencing has been installed and inspected by a member of the Design Review Committee. All cut/fill 
slopes included in the Plans shall be at 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) maximum unless a soils report 
supports a steeper slope and Design Review Committee concurs with said recommendation. In 
addition, a drainage report in conformance with the requirements of Section 5 of the Land 
Development Manual and the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual that are in effect at 
the time of submittal shall be prepared and submitted with the Plans. The report shall be prepared 
by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall, at a minimum, include: written text addressing existing 
conditions, the effects of the improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, increases 
in downstream flows, proposed on- and off-site improvements and drainage easements to 
accommodate flows from this project. The report shall identify water quality protection features and 
methods to be used both during construction and for long-term post-construction water quality 
protection. Best Management Practice (BMP) measures shall be provided to reduce erosion, water 
quality degradation, and prevent the discharge of pollutants to stormwater to the maximum extent 
practicable. In addition, routine maintenance shall be performed on HFRP and Project facilities to 
reduce erosion to the extent possible and to repair weather-related damage that could contribute to 
erosion.  (MM 11-1)  

 
5. The Improvement Plan(s) shall identify the stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas with locations as 

far as practical from existing dwellings and protected resources in the area.  
 
6. Implement Stormwater BMPs.  As detailed within Mitigation Measure S5-1a, water quality treatment 

facilities/Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be designed according to the guidance of the 
California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks for 
Construction, for New Development / Redevelopment (2015), and for Industrial and Commercial (or 
other similar source as approved by the County).  (MM S5-1a)  

 
7. Storm drainage from on- and off-site impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected and 

routed through specially designed catch basins, vegetated swales, vaults, infiltration basins, water 
quality basins, filters, etc. for entrapment of sediment, debris and oils/greases or other identified 
pollutants, as approved by the County. BMPs shall be designed in accordance with the West Placer 
Storm Water Quality Design Manual for sizing of permanent post-construction Best Management 
Practices for stormwater quality protection. No water quality facility construction shall be permitted 
within any identified wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by appropriate 
regulatory authorities. All permanent BMPs shall be maintained as required to ensure effectiveness. 
(MM 5-1a)  

 
8. Obtain RWQCB Permit and Implement Construction BMPs. Prior to any construction commencing 

on projects with ground disturbance exceeding 1 acre, the applicant shall provide evidence of a 
WDID number generated from the State Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Stormwater Multiple 
Application & Reports Tracking System (SMARTS). This serves as the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board approval or permit under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) construction storm water quality permit.  

 
BMPs shall be designed to ensure that pollutants contained in project-related storm water discharges 
are reduced to the maximum extent practicable and that non-storm water discharges are prevented 
from leaving the site, both during and after construction, as required by Placer County’s Stormwater 
Quality Ordinance. Construction (temporary) BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to:  
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•  Use temporary mulching, seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures to protect uncovered 
soils;  

•  Store materials and equipment to ensure that spills or leaks cannot enter the storm drain system 
or surface water;  

•  Use water for dust control;  
•  Construct sediment control basins;  
•  Regular sweeping of entry and exit areas to minimize off-site sediment transport;  
•  Install traps, filters, or other devices at drop inlets to prevent contaminants from entering storm 

drains; and  
•  Use barriers, such as straw bales, perimeter silt fences, or placement of hay bales, to minimize 

the amount of uncontrolled runoff that could enter drains or surface water.  (MM 5-1b)  
  
9. Implement Post-Development BMPs. Post-development (permanent) BMPs for the Project include, 

but are not limited to:  
•  The Project will have an effective system of erosion and sedimentation control, consisting of 

vegetative and structural measures and management practices, to reduce the damage of erosion 
and costly clean-up procedures.  

•  Following trail construction, wattles/fiber rolls and/or gravel-filled bags will remain in place until 
permanent stabilization measures have proven successful.  

•  For the duration of the Project, storm drainage within ditch systems associated with switchback 
construction will have stabilized ditch protection. This will consist of filter fabric, mulch, or a 3- 
inch gravel base.  

•  Plan development to fit the particular topography, soils, waterways, and natural vegetation of the 
site, to avoid the creation of erosion problems on the site.  

•  Reduce erosion hazards and runoff volumes and velocity by limiting the length and steepness of 
slopes. Slopes subject to erosion should not be steeper than 2:1 horizontal to vertical.  

•  Break up long steep slopes by benching, terracing, or diversion structures. • Use existing 
vegetation to control erosion to (a) shield the soil surface from rain, (b) increase infiltration, (c) 
reduce velocity of runoff and (d) hold soil in place and act as a filter.  

•  Time the project so that grading and construction occur during the normal dry season to the 
extent feasible.  

•  The County shall also consult with the RWQCB to acquire the appropriate regulatory approvals 
that may be necessary to obtain Section 401 water quality certification.  (MM S5-1c)  

 
10. Obtain and Implement Seismic Engineering Design Recommendations. – Prior to issuance of 

grading permits, the applicant shall obtain the services of a qualified, licensed geotechnical engineer 
to examine for traces of any relevant fault zone within the project area and develop engineering 
design recommendations for the project area. The recommendations shall include calculation of 
seismic shaking hazards using the appropriate computer modeling software and shall include 
specific structural design recommendations to minimize potential damage to buildings and structures 
from seismic events. The recommendations shall also include an examination of the traces of the 
Bear Mountain fault system within the project area, including surface reconnaissance, and shall 
make recommendations for building foundation and infrastructure design accordingly. All appropriate 
design recommendations shall be implemented during the project design and construction phases. 
(MM S5-2a)  

 
11. No structures intended for human occupancy shall be constructed within a 100-foot-wide no building 

zone over the Bear Mountain fault traces. However, following completion of the seismic study 
required in (a) above, the no building zone may be modified if recommended by the geotechnical 
engineer. (MM 5-2b) 
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12. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall obtain the services of a qualified, licensed 
geotechnical engineer to prepare a comprehensive final geotechnical report for the entire Project 
area with specific design recommendations sufficient to ensure the safety of soil conditions, project 
structures, and site occupants. The report shall include project design and construction 
recommendations to address:  
•  Site preparation and grading, including surface and subsurface prep work, engineered fill 

materials, fill placement and compaction, trench backfill, erosion/winterization, slope stability, 
and surface drainage;  

•  Foundation requirements specific to the location of each component of the proposed project;  
•  Concrete slabs-on-grade, both interior and exterior;  
•  Retaining and below grade walls; and  
•  Road, pavement, and parking area design; 
•  The seismic engineering design recommendations shall be incorporated into the Project design. 
 
Adequate field inspection shall occur during construction. It is the responsibility of the applicant to 
provide for engineering inspection and certification that earthwork has been performed in conformity 
with recommendations contained in the report.  (MM S5-2c)  

 
13. The Improvement Plans shall show the location, size, and ownership of any canals on the property 

and the canals shall be described in the final Drainage Report.  Provide the County with a letter from 
the agency controlling the canal describing any restrictions, requirements, easements, etc. relative 
to construction of the project.  Said letter shall be provided to the County prior to the approval of the 
Improvement Plans.  

 
14. Prior to Improvement Plan approval, provide the County with a letter from the appropriate fire protection 

agency describing conditions under which service will be provided to this project.  A representative’s 
signature from the appropriate fire protection district shall be provided on the Improvement Plans.  

 
15. In order to protect site resources, no grading activities of any kind may take place within the 100-year 

flood plain of the stream/drainage ways, unless otherwise approved as a part of this Project. 
 
16. For parking improvements at the TRMA and GBMA, submit, for review and approval, a striping and 

signing plan with the Project Plans.  The Plans shall include all on- and off-site traffic control devices 
and shall be reviewed by the County Traffic Engineer.  A construction signing plan shall also be provided 
with the plans for review and approval by the County Traffic Engineer. These plans shall be consistent 
with the phases of development proposed with the “Reduced Project” and shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following: 
A) Install or upgrade traffic control devices along Cramer Road in conjunction with parking 

improvements at the TRMA.  Prior to the use of the new parking areas, install “No Parking” signs 
along public roads serving the Project site at the discretion of the County Department of Public 
Works and as approved by the Board of Supervisors in order to discourage offsite parking and limit 
pedestrian movement between offsite street parking and each project entry.   (S8-2) 

B) For Garden Bar Road, Phase 1A, improved signage and pavement markings shall be added on 
Garden Bar Road.  

C) For Phase 1B of the Garden Bar Road improvements, pull-outs along Garden Bar Road are 
required. 

D) For Phase 1C of the Garden Bar Road improvements, a Special Event Permit Application 
approval is required from County Parks. This process includes analysis of traffic control measures.  

 
17. With the parking space construction and access at the Twilight Ride site, Improvement Plans shall be 

prepared showing the construction of a driveway encroachment onto Bell Road to a Plate 116 Major 
Land Development Manual standard, unless an alternative is approved by the County Department of 
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Public Works that results in an equal level of performance based on the considerations listed in General 
Plan Policy 3.A.7(5) (listed earlier in this chapter). The design speed along Bell Road shall be 40 miles 
per hour, unless an alternate design speed is approved by the Department of Public Works (DPW). The 
improvements shall begin at the outside edge of any future lane(s) as directed by the DPW and the 
Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD). The Plate 116 structural section within the Hidden Falls 
Regional Park Trail Expansion Subsequent DEIR AECOM 8-31 Transportation and Circulation main 
roadway right-of-way shall be designed for a Traffic Index of 7.5 but said section shall not be less than 
3 inches of Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) over 8 inches of Class 2 Aggregate Base (AB) unless otherwise 
approved by the ESD.  (MM S8-4) 

 
18. The Improvement Plans shall include the message details, placement, and locations showing that all 

storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area shall be permanently marked/embossed with 
prohibitive language such as “No Dumping! Flows to Creek.” or other language /graphical icons to 
discourage illegal dumping as approved by the County.  County-approved signs and prohibitive 
language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal dumping, shall be posted at public access points 
along channels and creeks within the project area. The applicant is responsible for maintaining the 
legibility of stamped messages and signs.   

 
19. All stormwater runoff shall be diverted around trash storage areas to minimize contact with pollutants. 

Trash container areas shall be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash by the forces of 
water or wind. Individual 30-gallon bear-proof trash cans shall not require such screening or walling-off. 
Trash containers shall not be allowed to leak and must remain covered when not in use. 

 
20. Prior to Grading/Grading Permit or Improvement Plan approval and before any grading or clearing 

occurs on the Project site, within 50' of any on-site sewage disposal area, the on-site sewage disposal 
area(s) on the Project site shall be fenced off with fluorescent construction fencing or other barrier 
approved by Placer County Environmental Health Services and clearly marked with a sign that states 
"KEEP OFF! Reserved for Sewage Disposal Only". After construction has been completed, fluorescent 
fencing is to be removed.  (EH) 

 
ROADS / TRAILS 
 
21. The following items shall be completed prior to opening of GBMA parking improvements to the public 

as applicable to comply with the terms of the purchase and sale agreement with the Spears Family 
Trust, and shall be implemented prior to allowance of public access from Garden Bar Road: 
A) Improve the Garden Bar Road entrance at the new access road to the following standards. 

Construct a public road entrance/driveway onto Garden Bar Road to a Plate 116 LDM standard. 
The design speed of Garden Bar Road shall be 40 mph, unless an alternate design speed is 
approved by the County.  The improvements shall begin at the outside edge of any future lane(s) 
as directed by the County.  An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained by the applicant or authorized 
agent from the County. The Plate 116 structural section within the main roadway right-of-way shall 
be designed for a Traffic Index of 7 but said section shall not be less than 3” AC/8” Class 2 AB 
unless otherwise approved by the County.   

B) Construct and show on the Plans approximately 200 feet of connecting road to existing access 
road from the intersection of Garden Bar near the existing access road to a Rural Minor 
Residential Plate 102 LDM Standard, or as otherwise approved by the County. All access roads 
subject to public use shall be designed to meet 25 mph design speed criteria, as specified in the 
latest version of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual unless otherwise approved by the County. 

C) Construct and show on the Plans a new public access gate at the new access road from Garden 
Bar near the existing access road. Minimum Plate 108 LDM turnaround shall be provided so that 
vehicles may enter Garden Bar Road in a forward-facing direction, to the satisfaction of the servicing 
Fire Department, and as approved by the County. 
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The roadway structural section shall be designed for a Traffic Index of 7 but said section shall not 
be less than 3” AC/8” Class 2 AB, unless otherwise approved by the County. (Ref. Section 4, LDM). 

 
22. All on-site parking and circulation areas shall be improved with a minimum asphaltic concrete, 

Portland cement, or pervious pavement surface capable of supporting anticipated vehicle loadings, 
or as otherwise approved by the County.  It is recommended that the pavement structural section be 
designed in accordance with recommendations of a soils/pavement analysis and should not be less 
than 2” AC over 4” Class 2 AB, or the equivalent.  

 
An exception shall be made for equestrian and overflow areas, as identified in the project description, 
which shall be capable of supporting a 75,000-pound vehicle. It is recommended that the minimum 
surfacing be 6” aggregate base on 90% compacted soil. 

 
23. Public roadway improvements, constructed with each project phase, shall include adequate 

vehicular turn-around improvements (e.g. cul-de-sac or hammerhead) to minimum Plate 101 LDM 
standards and easements as required by the County.  As each road is extended into other project 
phases, these turn-around improvements shall be removed or modified as required. 

 
24. Proposed road names shall be submitted to the County for review and shall be approved by the 

County prior to plan approval. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
25. Calculate Water Demands for Fire Suppression - If groundwater is to be used for emergency fire 

suppression water, the County shall amend the April 7, 2009, Water Demand Calculation Report 
(Placer County 2009) to include fire suppression water requirements. If it is found that fire 
suppression requirements combined with water demands for other proposed uses is consistent with 
yields found in nearby private wells (1.3 to 7 gpm) then no further mitigation is required. If fire 
suppression requirement surpasses yields found in nearby private wells, one of the following shall 
be done: 
A) modify proposed uses at each well location to be consistent with available water that would not 

surpass similar yields of nearby wells; 
B) utilize Nevada Irrigation District raw irrigation water sources including but not limited to existing 

canals and ponds, new ponds, and/or irrigation fed underground storage tanks;  
C) fill storage tanks during off-peak periods when use is limited (i.e. winter and nighttime periods); 
D) import water needed to meet fire suppression requirements for emergency storage tanks via 

water trucks so that this water is not being pulled from the wells.  (MM 11-3) 
 

26. Prior to the approval of the plans, provide the County with proof of notification (in the form of a written 
notice or letter) of the proposed Project to: 
A) Western Placer Unified School District 
B) The Placer County Sheriff’s Office 

 
27. Prior to Grading/Improvement Plans approval, submit to EHS a “will-serve” letter from the franchised 

refuse collector for weekly or more frequent refuse collection service.  The Project shall subscribe to 
weekly mandatory refuse collection services from the refuse collection franchise holder.  (EH) 

 
 
 
FEES 
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28. This project will be subject to the payment of traffic impact fees that are in effect in this area (Placer 
Central Fee District), pursuant to applicable Ordinances and Resolutions.  The applicant is notified 
that the following traffic mitigation fee(s) will be required and shall be paid to Placer County DPW 
prior to Improvement Plan approval for the project: 
A) County Wide Traffic Limitation Zone: Article 15.28.010, Placer County Code 
B) South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) 
C) Placer County / City of Roseville JPA (PC/CR) 

 
The fees to be paid shall be based on the fee program in effect at the time that the application is 
deemed complete. 

 
DEDICATIONS 
 
29. Provide the following easements/dedications on the plans to the satisfaction of the County:  

A) Any required easements for the on or off-site access roads and frontage improvements shall be 
required prior to the County approving Plans for any portion or phase of the Project affected by 
the easement.  

B) Public utility easements as required by the serving utilities, excluding wetland preservation 
easements (WPE).  

C) Drainage easements as appropriate.  
D) Provide private easements for existing or relocated water lines, service/distribution facilities, 

valves, etc., as appropriate.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
 
30. The existing onsite sewage disposal system serving the existing residence (ranch house residence on 

western side of existing HFRP) shall be properly abandoned under permit with Environmental Health 
Services prior to Final Occupancy Approval for the nature center/ bunkhouse unless otherwise 
approved by EHS.  (EH) 

 
31. Prior to Grading/Improvement Plan approval place a Note on the Grading/Improvement Plans to 

indicate that all approved on-site sewage disposal system areas and the 100% replacement areas shall 
not be graded, compacted or in any way altered or encumbered and must remain available, free of 
vehicular traffic, parking, structures of any type, or soil modification. (EH) 

 
32. Prior to Grading/Improvement Plan approval, indicate on the Grading/Improvement Plans the location 

of each approved minimum usable sewage disposal area.  Notation shall be made on the documents 
that the shown minimum usable sewage disposal area shall remain unaltered and available, free of 
vehicular traffic, parking, structures of any type, or soil modification and shall not be graded, compacted, 
or, in any way, altered or encumbered. (EH) 

 
33. Prior to Building Permit issuance for any structure that will be served by an onsite sewage disposal 

system, the applicant/owner shall contact EHS, pay required fees, and obtain an approved Septic 
Construction Permit, and as approved, install on-site sewage disposal systems for the staging areas 
and the nature center/ bunkhouse.  Prior to final sign-off by EHS, connect each structure to the new 
systems.  (EH) 

 
34. If portable toilets are used during temporary events or used at the Garden Bar 40 parking area until 

Phase 1C, the portable toilets shall be located such that they are accessible to a septic pumper truck 
for maintenance.  The project proponent will be required to obtain a maintenance contract and retain 
all receipts of pumping and maintenance activity for the portable toilets.  (EH) 
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35. Any proposed use of a vault privy or other type of onsite sewage disposal method shall be approved 
by EHS and shall comply with all requirements of the Placer County On-Site Sewage Program 
Ordinance and Manual.  (EH) 

 
36. Prior to Building Permit issuance for any structures and/or services that will be served by a public water 

well, there shall be adequate assurances that a public water well, designed and operated in 
conformance with the California Safe Drinking Water Act and related codes and regulations can serve 
the project. Domestic water quality and quantity shall be subject to approval by EHS.  (EH) 

 
37. Prior to public use of any new public water system, this Project shall install backflow prevention 

device(s) to the satisfaction of EHS to protect the public water supply from improper cross-
connections.  (EH) 

 
38. Prior to public use of any areas served by public wells, this project shall obtain a Transient Non-

community Water System Permit as stipulated within Mitigation Measure 11-2.  (MM 11-2)  (EH) 
 
39. Until a Public Water Supply permit is issued by EHS for this Project, the Project is prohibited from 

providing water service to the public, including flush toilets and/or restrooms other than water provided 
under existing Public Water Supply permit.  (EH) 

 
40. This Project will be required to install bear resistant garbage containers as required by Placer County 

Code, Section 8.16.  (EH) 
 
41. Prior to expanded public use of HFRP and Trails Expansion area, the applicant shall submit to EHS, 

a solid waste management plan.  A plan form specifying required information can be obtained in the 
EHS office.  (EH) 

 
42. Prior to Final Occupancy Approval, the County shall submit payment of required fees and a Hazardous 

Materials Business Plan to EHS Hazardous Materials Section, for review and approval.  PLEASE 
NOTE:  “Hazardous” materials, as defined in Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Articles 
1 & 2, shall not be allowed on any premises in regulated quantities without notification to EHS.  (EH) 

 
43. This Project shall implement measures to reduce hazards associated with potential releases of 

hazardous materials as described in Mitigation Measure 14-1.  (MM 14-1)  (EH) 
 
44. This project shall prepare and implement a safety hazard plan and conduct soil sampling as described 

in Mitigation Measure 14-2.  (MM 14-2)  (EH) 
 
45. Placer County Code Chapter 8, Article 8.24 provides that Industrial and other non-domestic wastes 

shall not be disposed of in an on-site sewage disposal system at any time. 
 
46. Prior to public use of HFRP and the Trails Expansion Area, a mosquito control management / 

maintenance program shall be approved by the Placer Mosquito Abatement District.  The project 
applicant shall obtain a copy of the Placer Mosquito Abatement District Guidelines and Standards for 
Vector Prevention in Proposed Developments.  This Project shall abide by these guidelines.  (EH) 

 
47. Prior to Grading/Improvement Plans approval, a Note shall be placed on the Grading/Improvement 

plans to indicate that if at any time during excavation, grading, or during the course of constructing the 
proposed Project, evidence of soil or groundwater contamination with hazardous materials is 
encountered, the applicant shall immediately stop the Project and contact the EHS Hazardous Materials 
Section.  The Project shall remain stopped until there is resolution of the contamination problem to the 
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satisfaction of EHS and the Central Valley RWQCB.  A note to this effect shall be placed on the Grading 
/ Improvement Plans.  (EH) 

 
48. Prior to Building Permit issuance or tenant improvement for a nature education facility Food Facility 

and/or commercial kitchen, contact EHS, pay required fees, and apply for a plan check.  Submit to EHS 
for review and approval complete construction plans and specifications as specified by EHS.  (EH) 

 
49. Prior to use of any part of the the nature education facility as a food facility, the applicant/operator 

shall contact EHS, pay required fees, and obtain a permit to operate a food facility. All food handling 
operations shall comply with the requirements of Placer County Code and the California Food Code. 
(EH) 

 
50. If Best Management Practices are required by the County for control of urban runoff pollutants, then 

any hazardous materials collected during the life of the Project shall be disposed of in accordance with 
all applicable hazardous materials laws and regulations.  (EH) 

 
51. During construction, temporary storage and use of hazardous substances shall comply with Fire and 

EHS regulations and requirements, and spill prevention practices shall be used.  (EH) 
 
52. Demolition waste that contains lead-based paint and/or asbestos may be considered hazardous 

waste and shall be properly handled and disposed.  (EH) 
 
53. If Project facilities will be used for multiple-day, overnight educational, agricultural, cultural, scouting, 

or environmental education camps, this project will comply with the California Health and Safety 
Code (Division 13, Part 2.3, Camps) regarding minimum standards and regulations for organized 
camps.  (EH) 

 
54. Animal solid waste shall be handled, stored, and removed in accordance with the provisions of Placer 

County Code, Section 8.16.120(B).   
 
55. The project shall conform to the Placer County Noise Ordinance. 
 
56. Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Building Permit is required 

is prohibited on Sundays and Federal Holidays, and shall occur only: 
A) Monday through Friday, 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (during daylight savings) 
B) Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (during standard time) 
C) Saturdays, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

 
57. In order reduce the potential impact from transportation-related noise levels to less than significant, 

general public access to all areas of HFRP and the Trails Expansion Area shall be restricted to 6 
a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset. (MM 10-1).  Additionally, use of pavement or similar hard material 
is required when laying the final surface on access roads and vehicular speed shall be limited to 25 
m.p.h.  (MM S10-1 and S10-2). 

 
AIR QUALITY 
 

Note: The following conditions apply to the construction of roads and staging areas. Other than local 
and state rules or ordinances, routine maintenance of the facility are not subject to the following 
conditions:  

    
58. Prior to approval of Grading or Improvement Plans the applicant shall conduct on-site soil testing and 

prepare and implement an Asbestos Dust Control Plan, if needed and as discussed further in Mitigation 
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Measure 9-1. This plan must address the minimum Administrative Requirements found in section 
300 and 400 of APCD Rule 228, Fugitive Dust.   The applicant shall not break ground prior to receiving 
APCD approval of the Construction Emission / Dust Control Plan.  (MM 9-1)  (PLN) 

 
59. The following standard notes shall be listed on all Grading/Improvement Plans:  

A) Prior to construction activity, a Dust Control Plan or Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan shall be submitted 
to the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The Dust Control Plan shall be 
submitted to the PCAPCD a minimum of 21 days before construction activity is scheduled to Hidden 
Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Subsequent DEIR AECOM 9-33 Air Quality commence. The 
Dust Control Plan can be submitted online via the fill-in form: 
http://www.placerair.org/dustcontrolrequirements/dustcontrolform.  

B) Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed the PCAPCD Rule 202 Visible 
Emissions limitations. Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits are to be 
immediately notified by the PCAPCD to cease operations, and the equipment must be repaired 
within 72 hours.  

C) Dry mechanical sweeping is prohibited. Watering of a construction site shall be carried out to 
mitigate visible emissions. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / Section 301).  

D) The contractor shall apply water or use methods to control dust impacts offsite. Construction 
vehicles leaving the site shall be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt from being released or 
tracked offsite. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / section 304).  

E) During construction activity, traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall be limited to 15 miles per 
hour or less unless the road surface and surrounding area is sufficiently stabilized to prevent 
vehicles and equipment traveling more than 15 miles per hour from emitting dust or visible 
emissions from crossing the project boundary line. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / section 401.2).  

F) The contractor shall suspend all grading operations when fugitive dust exceeds the PCAPCD Rule 
228 (Fugitive Dust) limitations. Visible emissions of fugitive dust shall not exceed 40% opacity, nor 
go beyond the property boundary at any time. Lime or other drying agents utilized to dry out wet 
grading areas shall not exceed PCAPCD Rule 228 limitations. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / 
section 302 & 401.4).  

G) The prime contractor shall be responsible for keeping adjacent public thoroughfares clean by 
keeping dust, silt, mud, dirt, and debris from being released or tracked offsite. Wet broom or other 
methods can be deployed as control and as approved by the individual jurisdiction. (Based on 
PCAPCD Rule 228/ section 401.5).  

H) The contractor shall suspend all grading operations when wind speeds (including instantaneous 
gusts) are high enough to result in dust emissions crossing the boundary line, despite the application 
of dust mitigation measures. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / section 401.6).  

I) To minimize wind-driven dust during construction, the prime contractor shall apply methods such 
as surface stabilization, the establishment of a vegetative cover, paving (or use of another method 
to control dust as approved by Placer County). (Based on PCAPCD Rule 228 / section 402).  

J) The contractor shall not discharge into the atmosphere volatile organic compounds caused by the 
use or manufacture of Cutback or Emulsified asphalts for paving, road construction or road 
maintenance unless such manufacture or use complies with the provisions of Rule 217 Cutback 
and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials.  

K) During construction, open burning of removed vegetation is only allowed under PCAPCD Rule 304 
Land Development Smoke Management. A Placer County Air Pollution Control District permit could 
be issued for land development burning, if the vegetation removed is for residential development 
AECOM Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Subsequent DEIR Air Quality 9-34 purposes 
from the property of a single or two-family dwelling or when the applicant has provided a 
demonstration as per Section 400 of the Rule that there is no practical alternative to burning and 
that the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) has determined that the demonstration has been made. 
The APCO may weigh the relative impacts of burning on air quality in requiring a more persuasive 
demonstration for more densely populated regions for a large proposed burn versus a smaller one. 
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In some cases, all of the removed vegetative material shall be either chipped on site or taken to an 
appropriate recycling site, or if a site is not available, a licensed disposal site. (Based on PCAPCD 
Rule 304).  

L) Any device or process that discharges 2 pounds per day or more of air contaminants into the 
atmosphere, as defined by Health and Safety Code Section 39013, may require an PCAPCD 
permit. Developers/contractors should contact the PCAPCD before construction and obtain any 
necessary permits before the issuance of a Building Permit. (PCAPCD Rule 501).  

M) The contractor shall utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel (e.g., gasoline, 
biodiesel, natural gas) generators rather than temporary diesel power generators.  

N) The contractor shall minimize idling time to a maximum of 5 minutes for all diesel-powered 
equipment. (Placer County Code Chapter 10, Article 10.14).  

O) Idling of construction-related equipment and construction-related vehicles shall be minimized within 
1,000 feet of any sensitive receptor (i.e., house, hospital, or school).  (MM S9-2)  (PLN) 

 
VEGETATION & OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL AREAS 
 
60. Temporary Construction Fencing:  The applicant shall install a 4' tall, brightly colored (usually yellow 

or orange), synthetic mesh material fence (or an equivalent approved by the DRC) at the limits of 
construction, outside the drip line of all trees 5" dbh (diameter at breast height), or 10" dbh aggregate 
for multi-trunk trees, within 50' of the pedestrian/equestrian bridges, access roads and parking lots, 
prior to any construction equipment being moved on-site or any construction activities taking place. 

 
No development of this site, including grading, will be allowed until this condition is satisfied.  Any 
encroachment within these areas, including drip lines of trees to be saved, must first be approved 
by the County. Temporary fencing shall not be altered during construction without written approval 
of the County. No grading, clearing, storage of equipment or machinery, etc., may occur until a 
representative of the County has inspected and approved all temporary construction fencing.  This 
includes both on-site and off-site improvements.  Efforts should be made to save trees where 
feasible.  This may include the use of retaining walls, planter islands, pavers, or other techniques 
commonly associated with tree preservation. 

 
Said fencing and a note reflecting this Condition shall be shown on the Grading Plans and/or 
Improvement Plans.  

 
61. In order to reduce impacts on foothill yellow-legged frogs and northwestern pond turtles, construction 

of foot bridges and trails across smaller drainages shall occur when the drainages are dry, to the 
extent feasible.  Before any work in Raccoon Creek, the County shall determine, in consultation with 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), whether aquatic habitat at work sites would 
support foothill yellow-legged frog and/or northwestern pond turtle habitat.  If no aquatic habitat for 
foothill yellow-legged frog or northwestern pond turtle habitat occurs at a work site, there would be 
no impacts on these species and no further mitigation is required. If aquatic habitat for foothill yellow-
legged frog and/or northwestern pond turtle is present at work sites, the County shall minimize 
impacts on these species by implementing the measures detailed within Mitigation Measure S12-4 
in the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMRP).  (MM S12-4) 

 
62. Before any work in or within 200 feet of aquatic habitat, the County shall determine whether aquatic 

habitat is occupied by California red-legged frog, in consultation with USFWS as applicable. If 
aquatic habitat in the project area is occupied by California red-legged frog, the County shall 
minimize impacts on California red-legged frog by implementing the measures outlined in Mitigation 
Measure S12-3 of the MMRP. (MM S12-3) 
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63. The County and its primary construction contractor shall implement the measures found within 
Mitigation Measure S12-1 of the MMRP to reduce impacts on aquatic habitats and the native fish 
community in the project area.  (MM S12-1) 

 
64. Prior to construction, the County shall obtain a verified wetland delineation from United States Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE). Based on the results of the verified delineation, the County shall 
commit to replace, restore, or enhance on a “no net loss” basis, in accordance with USACE and the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the acreage of all waters of the 
United States and wetland habitats that would be affected by implementation of the project. Wetland 
restoration, enhancement, and/or replacement shall be at a location and by methods agreeable to 
USACE, CDFW, and the Central Valley RWQCB, as determined during the Sections 404, 1602, and 
401 permitting processes and as stipulated in Mitigation Measure S12-2.  (MM S12-2) 

 
65. In order to protect raptors and other nesting birds, if construction activities or vegetation removal, 

including tree and shrub removal, occurs between February 15 and August 31, a qualified biologist 
shall conduct surveys for nesting birds in the proposed construction area and 500 feet beyond the 
project construction footprint. Surveys shall be conducted no more than 3 days before the start of 
the activity. If no active nests are found, no further mitigation is required, unless construction 
activities cease for a period of 2 weeks or more. Another pre-construction survey shall be conducted 
as described above if a lapse in construction activities of two weeks or more occurs. If an active 
golden eagle nest, white tailed kite, American peregrine falcon, or California black rail is located 
within 0.25-mile of public trails or roads that will be used during construction as access routes or 
construction sites, the County shall: 
A) Notify CDFW of the nest within one working day of discovery of the nest; and 
B) Implement recommendations from CDFW to avoid disturbance to golden eagle or other above-

listed nesting activities. 
 

 If an active nest is discovered outside of the typical nesting season, it should be avoided using the 
same avoidance measures that would be applied during the typical nesting season until such time 
as the young have fully fledged and are foraging independently of their parents. 

 
 All other measures as stipulated in Mitigation Measure S12-5 shall apply to the project.  (MM S12-

5) 
 
66. A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys to identify Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat 

hibernation roost and maternity sites and potential Ringtail den sites in suitable habitat within 100 feet 
of proposed trails, bridges, parking areas and firebreaks (i.e., those areas directly affected by trail 
construction). For ringtail surveys, den site surveys should focus on trees 5 inches dbh or greater in 
riparian areas, particularly those with cavities. The County shall avoid locating trails within 100 feet 
of bat roosts and ringtail dens. If avoidance is not possible, the County shall survey those locations 
to determine if they are occupied by the target species. If removal of a roost site occupied by 
Townsend’s big-eared bats cannot be avoided, coordination with the CDFW will be required as 
discussed in Mitigation Measure 12-6.  (MM 12-6) 

 
67.  If removal of native oaks larger than six inches dbh (or 10 inches dbh aggregate for multi-trunked 

trees) is required during construction of the proposed roads and parking areas, the County shall 
compensate for removal of those trees through compliance with the Placer County Tree Ordinance 
and in consultation with a certified arborist.  (MM S12-7) 

 
68. Participation in the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) mitigation fee program and conditions 

shall be considered the functional equivalent of compliance with any conditions herein as applicable 
to those covered activities within the PCCP implementation document. 

159



 
 

 

OCTOBER 2020 – PC  
Page 18 of 20 

MISCELLANEOUS CONDITIONS 
 
69. The County will prepare detailed design of trails, roads, and HFRP and Trails Expansion Area 

facilities to ensure that direct effects associated with project implementation avoids all significant 
and potentially significant documented cultural resources in the project area. As part of the County’s 
ongoing operational responsibility, usage trends that threaten any potentially significant documented 
cultural resources will be actively managed to avoid damage. If designing such trails and facilities to 
avoid potential impacts is not feasible or if management of HFRP and Trails Expansion Area usage 
indicates potential impacts to significant or potentially significant cultural resources, an approved 
treatment plan shall be drafted and implemented to mitigate the significant impacts. Such a plan may 
include one or more of the following elements: 
A) vegetation removal and surface inspection; 
B) ethnographic studies or Native American consultation, or both; 
C) subsurface testing; and 
D) if necessary, data recovery.  (MM 6-1) 

 
70.  Given the potential for subsurface deposits, if undocumented resources are encountered during 

construction, all destructive work in the vicinity of the find shall cease until a qualified professional 
archaeologist can assess the significance of the find and, if appropriate, provide recommendations 
for treatment. Preferred measures for treatment may include no action, avoidance of the resource 
through relocation of facilities (e.g. “field-fit” of a trail alignment to avoid the resource), or subsurface 
testing, or relocation to another location not subject to disturbance. For any such discovery, a 
memorandum documenting the results of the evaluation shall be provided to the County by the 
archaeologist, and the County shall forward the memorandum to the California Department of Parks 
and Recreation and the State Historic Preservation Officer.  (MM 6-2) 

 
71. If human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, the construction contractor or 

the County, or both, shall immediately halt potentially damaging excavation in the area of the burial 
and notify the County coroner and a qualified professional archaeologist to determine the nature of 
the remains. The coroner shall examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of receiving 
notice of a discovery on private or state lands, in accordance with Section 7050(b) of the Health and 
Safety Code. If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she 
shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by phone within 24 hours of making 
that determination (Health and Safety Code Section 7050[c]). After the coroner’s findings are 
presented, the County, the archaeologist, and the NAHC-designated Most Likely Descendant (MLD) 
shall determine the ultimate treatment and disposition of the remains and take appropriate steps to 
ensure that additional human interments are not disturbed. Upon the discovery of Native American 
remains, the County shall follow all other measures contained within Mitigation Measure 6-3.  (MM 
6-3) 

 
72.   At the request of the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) and Colfax Todds Valley Consolidated 

Tribe members, Mitigation Measure S6-4 has been included which requires notification of the tribes 
after grading has been conducted for trails and/or parking areas, but prior to the areas being opened 
to the public. The tribal members may choose to conduct site visits at that time.  If tribal cultural 
resources are identified that have the potential to be adversely affected by the project, Placer County 
will work with the tribes to minimize those impacts. Examples of impact minimization could include:  
A) avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to, planning and 

construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context  
B) treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural 

values and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:  
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i. protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource;  
ii. protecting the traditional use of the resource; or  
iii. protecting the confidentiality of the resource.  (MM S6-4) 

 
73. Reservation-based events (involving less than 200 people on-site at a given time) entering at the 

Garden Bar entrance would be regulated by the County Parks Division Special Event Permit 
Application (SEPA). The SEPA application would include, but not be limited to, applicable restrictions 
on:  
A) number of events – limited to six (6) times per year; 
B) event start and end times so as to minimize impacts to traffic along Garden Bar Road and not to 

exceed peak usage capacity or coincide with scheduled use of the road by school buses; 
C) regulate the days and/or times of reservation-based events to avoid peak days or times such as 

holiday weekends, as necessary;  
D) regulation of number and types of vehicles so as not to exceed parking capacity of the 

unimproved event parking area at the Garden Bar 40 parking area in combination with daily use.  
(MM S8-1)  

 
74. In order to reduce the risk of wildfires on the property, the subject site shall include the development of 

the following features: 
A) Construction of an emergency access bridge over Raccoon Creek capable of sustaining a 75,000 

lb. emergency vehicle (existing at HFRP). 
B) Construction of helicopter landing pads near each parking area and throughout the HFRP and the 

Trails Expansion Area, in consultation with Placer County Fire/CAL FIRE officials, for emergency 
evacuation or fire control purposes. 

C) Construction of a hydrant system and emergency water storage system for fire protection at each 
improved parking area. 

D)  Fuels management practices shall be incorporated into the ongoing maintenance activities 
associated with HFRP and the Trails Expansion Area. 

E)  Campfires would only be allowed within designated campfire pit areas in the GBMA.  Campfires 
would be regulated through the Placer County Parks Division reservation system, and only 
individuals with valid reservations would be allowed to operate campfires at the designated 
campfire pit areas.  In addition to other state and local restrictions on burning and campfires, the 
Placer County Parks Division may, in its discretion or in consultation with local fire authorities, 
deny the use of campfires during times of elevated wildfire risk. 

 
75. County shall purchase one Light Rescue Vehicle (LRV) for use by the Placer County Fire 

Department/CAL FIRE.  In order to navigate further into to the trail system within the expansion 
areas and to provide a vehicle that can not only aid with emergency medical service requests, but 
also provide an initial response with potential wildfires, the County shall fund the purchase of one 
LRV. The LRV shall be purchased at the completion of the first phase of the Twilight Ride access 
improvements, and prior to opening of the parking area to the general public.  (MM S13-1) 

 
76. Construction and maintenance activities utilizing motorized equipment shall be curtailed during red-

flag warning days and other high-risk periods characterized by low humidity and unusually windy 
conditions as determined by the Fire Department.  (MM S16-1a) 

 
77. Construction and maintenance activities requiring motorized equipment will maintain a source of water 

on-site to address a potential ignition event caused by construction and maintenance activities.  (MM 
S16-1b) 

 
78. All applicable Mitigation Measures in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Section 4 of 

the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project Final Subsequent Environmental Impact 
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Report) referenced within these Conditions of Approval are hereby to be included in their entirety as 
Conditions of Approval for this project. Some Conditions of Approval from the original CUP may have 
been brought forward in their original wording, may have been updated with current language, or 
may have been deleted, as appropriate. 

79. Any entrance structure proposed by the applicant shall be reviewed and approved by the County,
shown on the project plans, and shall be located such that there is no interference with driver sight
distance as determined by the County. Any entrance monument or structure erected within the front
setback on any lot, within certain zone districts, shall not exceed 3-feet in height (Ref. Chapter 17,
Article 17.54.030, Placer County Zoning Ordinance).

80. During project construction requiring staking in the County right-of-way, staking shall be provided
pursuant to Section 5-1.07 of the County General Specifications.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

81. Hours of operations for HFRP and the Trails Expansion Area shall be established by the Placer
County Public Recreation Ordinance (Placer County Code Section 12.24).  Gates to these areas
shall remain closed at all other times.  The Parks Division, in coordination with other County
Department/Division staff shall review and approve requests for special events and use of the nature
center/group camp area that do not conform to these hours unless a special events permit is
required.  (MM 10-1)

82. Low-level security lighting is proposed for the restrooms, bunkhouses, existing ranch house, nature
education center, and parking areas.  Lighting in these areas shall be directed downward to minimize
excess glare and will utilize low wattage. No other lighting is included as part of the project.

83. Parking areas will be limited to the general locations and sizes depicted in the Hidden Falls Regional
Park Trails Expansion Project Final SEIR, and as described further in Condition of Approval number 1.
An overflow parking area within the facility development zone (in the existing HFRP) to serve the Nature
Education Center/Group Camp area may be constructed provided it does not increase the amount of
allowable traffic to enter the GBMA in any phase of development.

84. The County shall review and approve the specific design and details for the parking lot, trail system,
bridges, fencing, etc.  Site plans, landscape plans, any proposed lighting or signs and other similar site
design features shall be subject to County review.

85. Directional signage may be displayed offsite at local intersections and at the park entrance.

EXERCISE OF PERMIT 

86. The Project is approved as a phased Project. The County shall determine when any of the preceding
conditions apply to a given phase of development where such timing is not specified in the condition.

87. The applicant shall have 36 months to exercise this Conditional Use Permit.  This permit will be
considered fully exercised upon commencement of construction improvements for any phase of
construction.  Unless exercised, this Conditional Use Permit shall expire in 36 months from date of
approval.
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Placer County General Plan Goals and Policies Discussion 

As discussed in the “Issues” section of the staff report, prior to approval, the decision-making body must 
make the determination that the Trails Expansion Project is consistent with goals and policies listed within 
the Placer County General Plan (General Plan). A project need not be fully consistent with every 
individual goal and policy but must be found to be consistent with all of the principal policies and goals of 
the General Plan. The proposed “Reduced Project” would be consistent with the applicable policies and 
goals of the General Plan discussed below.   

SECTION 1: LAND USE 
Goal 1.G:  To designate land for and promote the development and expansion of public and private 
recreational facilities to serve the needs of residents and visitors. 

1.G.2. The County shall strive to have new recreation areas located and designed to encourage and
accommodate non-automobile access. 

Policy 1.H.1. The County shall maintain agriculturally-designated areas for agricultural uses and direct 
urban uses to designated urban growth areas and/or cities. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would not change the zoning of the area, and Placer Land Trust (PLT) 
has stated in public meetings that they will continue providing cattle-grazing leases as a part of their land 
management practice.  Placer County is committed to the continuation of agricultural uses, including 
grazing, on property owned by Placer County. 

Policy 1.H.2. The County shall seek to ensure that new development and public works projects do not 
encourage expansion of urban uses into designated agricultural areas. 

Consistent. The proposed Project is not an urban use.  It is a 2,765-acre open space area which is 
proposed for natural-surface, multi-use trails for hiking, biking and horseback riding.  Protection of the 
Project parcels through conservation easements and County ownership for passive recreation purposes 
ensures the parcels will not be developed for urban purposed in perpetuity. 

Policy 1.H.4. The County shall allow the conversion of existing agricultural land to urban uses only within 
community plan or specific plan areas, within city spheres of influence, or where designated for urban 
development on the General Plan Land Use Diagram. 

Consistent.  The Project area will be preserved in perpetuity as an open-space area which would 
integrate cattle grazing and other agricultural uses with public recreational use of the area.  There will be 
no conversion of the land into an urban use.  

Goal 1.K: To protect the visual and scenic resources of Placer County as important quality-of-life 
amenities for County residents and a principal asset in the promotion of recreation and tourism. 

Policy 1.K.1: The County shall require that new development in scenic areas (e.g., river canyons, lake 
watersheds, scenic highway corridors, ridgelines and steep slopes) is planned and designed in a manner 
which employs design, construction, and maintenance techniques that: 

a. Avoids locating structures along ridgelines and steep slopes;
b. Incorporates design and screening measures to minimize the visibility of structures and graded

areas;
c. Maintains the character and visual quality of the area.

Consistent.  The Project area will be preserved in perpetuity as an open-space area which would 
maintain the existing blue oak woodland character of the area. Proposed parking areas and associated 
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structures are located away from ridgelines and steep slopes.  Proposed amenities include restrooms, 
picnic tables, benches, kiosks, overlooks, signage and bridges.  All amenities would be constructed in a 
manner to blend in with the surrounding visual quality of the area.  Trails located on slopes are 
constructed in such a manner as to meander through existing trees and natural features, minimizing tree 
removal so as to avoid the appearance of a linear swath of vegetation removal and to be mostly invisible 
from a distance after revegetation following initial construction. 
 
Policy 1.K.5. The County shall require that new roads, parking, and utilities be designed to minimize 
visual impacts. Unless limited by geological or engineering constraints, utilities should be installed 
underground and roadways and parking areas should be designed to conform to the natural terrain. 
  
Consistent. New access roads and proposed parking areas would be designed to minimize visual 
impacts and parking areas would be designed to conform to the natural terrain as much as possible. Due 
to the topography, existing natural vegetation and distance from roadways, parking areas would not be 
visible from public roadways. Parking areas have been designed to minimize visual impacts on 
neighboring properties. 
 
Policy 1.K.6. The County shall require that new development on hillsides employ design, construction, 
and maintenance techniques that: 

a.  Ensure that development near or on portions of hillsides do not cause or worsen natural hazards 
such as erosion, sedimentation, fire, or water quality concerns; 

b.  Include erosion and sediment control measures including temporary vegetation sufficient to 
stabilize disturbed areas; 

c.  Minimize risk to life and property from slope failure, landslides, and flooding; and, 
d.  Maintain the character and visual quality of the hillside. 
c.  Maintains the character and visual quality of the area. 

 
Consistent. Mitigation Measures are included within the SEIR which require stormwater Best 
Management Practices (BMPs), the requirement to obtain a Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Permit, implement Post-Development BMPs, and obtain and implement seismic engineering design 
recommendations.  
 
SECTION 3: TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
Goal 3.A: To provide for the long-range planning and development of the County's roadway system 
to ensure the safe and efficient movement of people and goods.  
 
Policy 3.A.1. The County shall plan, design, and regulate roadways in accordance with the functional 
classification system described in Part I of this Policy Document and reflected in the 
Circulation Plan Diagram.  
 
Consistent. Implementation of the proposed project would not interfere or change the functional 
classification of any roadways identified on the Circulation Plan Diagram. 
 
Policy 3.A.7. The County shall develop and manage its roadway system to maintain the following minimum 
levels of service (LOS), or as otherwise specified in a community or specific plan).  

a.  LOS "C" on rural roadways, except within one-half mile of state highways where the standard shall 
be LOS "D".  

b.  LOS "C" on urban/suburban roadways except within one-half mile of state highways where the 
standard shall be LOS "D".  

c.  An LOS no worse than specified in the Placer County Congestion Management Program (CMP) for 
the state highway system.  

Temporary slippage in LOS C may be acceptable at specific locations until adequate funding has been 
collected for the construction of programmed improvements. The County may allow exceptions to the level 
of service standards where it finds that the improvements or other measures required to achieve the LOS 
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standards are unacceptable based on established criteria. In allowing any exception to the standards, the 
County shall consider the following factors: 

 •  The number of hours per day that the intersection or roadway segment would operate at conditions 
worse than the standard. 

 •  The ability of the required improvement to significantly reduce peak hour delay and improve traffic 
operations.  

•  The right-of-way needs and the physical impacts on surrounding properties.  
•  The visual aesthetics of the required improvement and its impact on community identity and 

character.  
•  Environmental impacts including air quality and noise impacts. 
•  Construction and right-of-way acquisition costs.  
•  The impacts on general safety.  
•  The impacts of the required construction phasing and traffic maintenance.  
•  The impacts on quality of life as perceived by residents.  
•  Consideration of other environmental, social, or economic factors on which the County may base 

findings to allow an exceedance of the standards. Exceptions to the standards will only be allowed 
after all feasible measures and options are explored, including alternative forms of transportation.  

 
Consistent.  The updated CEQA Guidelines eliminated the ability for a lead agency to use LOS as a 
measure of environmental impact in CEQA documents. However, LOS does remain an important metric for 
consideration as defined in County policies, and a discussion was included within the Draft SEIR to 
demonstrate compliance with Placer County’s LOS policies. 
 
The proposed project would not result in unacceptable LOS on County-maintained roadways. However, the 
project would impact two intersections on the State Highway System. Caltrans is currently pursuing the fully-
funded SR 49 Safety Barrier Project which would construct roundabouts at the SR 49/Lone Star Road and 
SR 49 / Lorenson Road intersections.  The Caltrans project will also construct a continuous raised concrete 
barrier between the two intersections, and access to intersections between the roundabouts, including 
Cramer Road, will be limited to right turns in and out only. This project would alleviate unacceptable LOS 
conditions at the SR 49/Cramer Road intersection that could result from the proposed project.  However, the 
SR 49/Lone Star Road intersection would continue to operate unacceptably. Since the intersection is in the 
State Highway System, the County lacks the ability to control or modify the intersection in order to reduce 
the LOS level.  Of note, the reduced project proposed by staff would reduce traffic at the two aforementioned 
intersections to a less than significant level.  
 
Policy 3.A.9. The County shall strive to meet the level of service standards through a balanced 
transportation system that provides alternatives to the automobile. 
 
Consistent. Please see response for Policy 3.A.7 regarding LOS standards.  The proposed project is also 
subject to the traffic mitigation fee program and will contribute its fair share towards projects on County’s 
Capital Improvement Program project list which includes various multimodal improvements. 
 
Policy 3.A.11. The County shall require an analysis of the effects of traffic from all land development projects. 
Each such project shall construct or fund improvements necessary to mitigate the effects of traffic from the 
project consistent with Policy 3.A.7. Such improvements may include a fair share of improvements that 
provide benefits to others. 
 
Consistent.  The SEIR performed an analysis of the effects of traffic from the Project, both by itself, and 
cumulatively.  See the discussion above regarding transportation effects. The proposed project is also 
subject to the traffic mitigation fee program and will contribute its fair share towards projects on the County’s 
Capital Improvement Program project list. 
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Policy 3.A.12. The County shall secure financing in a timely manner for all components of the transportation 
system to achieve and maintain adopted level of service standards.  
 
Consistent.  The proposed project is subject to the traffic mitigation fee program and will contribute its fair 
share towards projects on the County’s Capital Improvement Program project list.  
 
Policy 3.A.13. The County shall assess fees on new development sufficient to cover the fair share portion of 
that development's impacts on the local and regional transportation system. Exceptions may be made when 
new development generates significant public benefits (e.g., low income housing, needed health facilities) 
and when alternative sources of funding can be identified to offset foregone revenues.  
 
Consistent.  The proposed project is subject to the traffic mitigation fee program and will contribute its fair 
share towards projects on the County’s Capital Improvement Program project list. 
 
Policy 3.A.14. Placer County shall participate with other jurisdictions and Caltrans in the planning and 
programming of improvements to the State Highway system, in accordance with state and federal 
transportation planning and programming procedures, so as to maintain acceptable levels of service for 
Placer County residents on all State Highways in the County. Placer County shall participate with Caltrans 
and others to maintain adopted level of service (LOS) standards as follows:  

a. For State Highways 49, 65, and 267 Placer County's participation shall be in proportion to traffic 
impacts from its locally-generated traffic.  

b. The funding of capacity-increasing projects on I-80 shall utilize state and federal sources intended for 
the improvement of the regional and interstate system such as Flexible Congestion Relief (FCR). 
Placer County and local development shall not be required to participate financially in the upgrading 
of I-80 to provide additional capacity for through traffic.  

c. Placer County assumes no responsibility for funding roadway improvements to the street system 
within other jurisdictions. Each local jurisdiction shall be responsible for improvements necessary to 
sustain adopted LOS standards within its jurisdiction limits. Placer County may negotiate 
participation agreements with other jurisdictions for transportation improvement projects that provide 
mutual benefit. 

 
Consistent.  Caltrans is currently pursuing the fully-funded SR 49 Safety Barrier Project which would 
construct roundabouts at the SR 49/Lone Star Road and SR 49/Lorenson Road intersections.  The Caltrans 
project will also construct a continuous raised concrete barrier between the two intersections, and access to 
intersections between the roundabouts, including Cramer Road, will be limited to right turns in and out only. 
As noted above, under the full build-out scenario of the Trails Expansion Project, the Caltrans project would 
alleviate unacceptable LOS conditions at the SR 49/Cramer Road intersection that could result from the 
proposed project.  However, the SR 49/Lone Star Road intersection would continue to operate unacceptably. 
Since the intersection is in the State Highway System, the County lacks the ability to control or modify the 
intersection in order to reduce the LOS level.  Of note, the reduced project proposed by staff would reduce 
traffic at the two aforementioned intersections to a less than significant level.  
 
Policy 3.C.4. During the development review process, the County shall require that proposed projects 
meet adopted Trip Reduction Ordinance (TRO) requirements. 
 
Consistent. The proposed project would have fewer than 100 employees, so it would be subject to Level 1 
of the Trip Reduction Ordinance. Level 1 requirements, as outlined in Placer County Code Section 10.20.060 
includes posting information of alternative commute modes, commute matching service, and an annual 
survey. 
 
Policy 3.D.4. The County shall promote non-motorized travel (bikeways, pedestrian, and equestrian) 
through appropriate facilities, programs, and information. 
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Consistent.  The existing Hidden Falls Regional Park and Proposed Project implement this policy through 
the construction and operation of public non-motorized trails and supporting facilities. 
 
Policy 3.D.5. The County shall continue to require developers to finance and install pedestrian walkways, 
equestrian trails, and multi-purpose paths in new development, as appropriate. 
 
Consistent.  The existing Hidden Falls Regional Park implemented this policy through use of development 
fees to construct new pedestrian walkways (ADA path), equestrian trails, and multi-purpose paths that serve 
new development.  The proposed Project is anticipated to provide similar implementation. 
 
Policy 3.D.7. The County shall, where appropriate, require new development to provide sheltered public 
transit stops, with turnouts. 
  
Not Applicable.  There are no regular bus routes that service this rural area; therefore there will be no 
requirements for public transit stops or turnouts. 
 
Policy 3.D.8. The CDRA Engineering and Surveying Division and the Department of Public Works shall view 
all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, access, and mobility for all travelers and 
recognize cycling, pedestrian, and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation system.  
 
Consistent.  Mitigation Measures S8-2, S8-3, and S8-4 ensure review of project improvements by CDRA 
staff and Department of Public Works. 
 
Policy 3.D.9. Consider Complete Streets infrastructure and design features in street design and construction 
to create safe and inviting environments for all users consistent with the land uses to be served.  
 
Consistent.  Roadway improvements included in the project will not interfere with future bike lanes or other 
Complete Streets infrastructure.  
 
Policy 3.D.10. Consider the accessibility and accommodation of cycle and pedestrian traffic, where 
appropriate, on and across major thoroughfares.  
 
Consistent.  The 2018 Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan anticipates bicycle access to Hidden Falls 
Regional Park and the Expansion Areas and prescribes proposed bike routes and bike lanes from the 
proposed Project entry locations to nearby population centers. 
 
Policy 3.D.11. The County shall work to achieve equality of convenience and choice among all modes of 
transportation – pedestrian, cycling, transit and motor vehicles, through a balanced and interconnected 
transportation system. 
 
Consistent.  The proposed project would not interfere or disrupt any existing transportation mode or planned 
future facilities.  
 
Policy 3.D.12. Provide safe and comfortable routes for walking, cycling, and where feasible, public 
transportation, to encourage use of these modes of transportation, enable convenient and active travel as 
part of daily activities, reduce pollution, and meet the needs of all users of the roadway system. 
 
Consistent.  The 2018 Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan anticipates bicycle access to Hidden Falls 
Regional Park and the Expansion Areas and prescribes proposed bike routes and bike lanes from the 
proposed Project entry locations to nearby population centers.  Due to the rural nature of the Project area 
and the roads leading to the proposed parking areas, public transportation is not feasible, and pedestrian 
traffic would be likely limited to local residents. The proposed project would not interfere or disrupt any 
existing transportation mode or planned future facilities. 
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SECTION 4: PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
Goal 4.D: The County shall require wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities that are sufficient to 
serve the Placer County General Plan proposed density of residential, commercial, and public/institutional 
uses in a way which protects the public and environment from adverse water quality or health impacts.  
 
Policy 4.D.11. The County shall permit on-site sewage treatment and disposal on parcels where all current 
regulations can be met and where parcels have the area, soils, and other characteristics that permit such 
disposal facilities without threatening surface or groundwater quality or posing any other health hazards. 
 
Consistent.  Suitable soils for engineered septic systems have been identified at the three new parking 
areas.  Septic systems are regulated under the Local Agency Management Program, adopted by the Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
 
Goal 4.I: To protect residents of and visitors to Placer County from injury and loss of life and to protect 
property and watershed resources from fires. 
 
Policy 4.I.1. The County shall encourage local fire protection agencies in Placer County to maintain the 
following minimum fire protection standards (expressed as Insurance Service Organization (ISO) ratings): 

a. ISO 4 in urban areas 
b. ISO 6 in suburban areas 
c. ISO 8 in rural areas 
 

Consistent.  The proposed Project does not modify the County’s efforts to encourage maintenance of fire 
protection standards. Fire protection elements have been incorporated into the Project Description as well 
as a mitigation measure for the project.  
 
Policy 4.I.2. The County shall encourage local fire protection agencies in the County to maintain the 
following standards (expressed as average response times to emergency calls): 

a. 4 minutes in urban areas 
b. 6 minutes in suburban areas 
c. 10 minutes in rural areas  
 

Consistent.  The proposed Project does not modify the County’s efforts to encourage maintenance of these 
standards. The project would provide improved access for emergency vehicles to navigate remote areas of 
the County, emergency helicopter landing zones would be provided at each parking area, and a Light 
Rescue Vehicle would be purchased for Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE to assist with medical 
calls not only within HFRP and the Trail Expansion areas, but also within the greater North Auburn/Ophir 
areas served by the Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE. In addition, the two bridges planned as part 
of the expansion project will help response times by providing additional emergency access across Raccoon 
Creek. As a result, the project does not result in a significant increase in emergency response times. See 
Impact 13-4 and Mitigation Measure S13-1. 
 
SECTION 5: RECREATION AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Policy 5.A.13. The County shall ensure that recreational activity is distributed and managed according to an 
area's carrying capacity, with special emphasis on controlling adverse environmental impacts, conflict 
between uses, and trespass. At the same time, the regional importance of each area's recreation resources 
shall be recognized. 
 
Consistent.  The proposed Project manages user visitation numbers through a reservation system that 
limits environmental degradation from overuse and minimizes user conflict from overcrowding.  The daily 
presence of staff and rangers provide oversight and deterrent of illicit activity. 
Goal 5.C: To develop a system of interconnected hiking, riding, and bicycling trails and paths suitable for 
active recreation and transportation and circulation. 
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Policy 5.C.1. The County shall support development of a countywide trail system designed to achieve the 
following objectives: 

b. Link residential areas, schools, community buildings, parks, and other community facilities within 
residential developments. Whenever possible, trails should connect to the countywide trail system, 
regional trails, and the trail or bikeways plans of cities;  

d. Provide for multiple uses (i.e., pedestrian, equestrian, bicycle); 
h. Protect sensitive open space and natural resources.  

 
Consistent.  This Project implements elements of this policy through provision of multiple use regional trails 
on parcels that are designated for the permanent protection of open space and natural resources from future 
development.  The 2018 Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan compliments this Project through the 
planning of bikeway linkages to other area nodes and regional trails. 
 
Policy 5.D.5. The County shall use, where feasible, incentive programs to assist private property owners in 
preserving and enhancing cultural resources. 
 
Consistent.  The Project parcels were acquired and/or preserved through the willing seller / willing buyer 
Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program.  County and PLT staff work with tribal 
representatives to prescribe methods of protection and interpretation of cultural resources. 
 
Policy 5.D.6. The County shall require that discretionary development projects identify and protect from 
damage, destruction, and abuse, important historical, archaeological, paleontological, and cultural sites and 
their contributing environment. Such assessments shall be incorporated into a Countywide cultural resource 
data base, to be maintained by the Division of Museums. 
 
Consistent.  Mitigation Measures 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, and S6-4 ensure protection of historical, archaeological, 
paleontological, and cultural sites and the proper consultations and reporting of any significant discoveries. 
 
Policy 5.D.7. The County shall require that discretionary development projects are designed to avoid 
potential impacts to significant paleontological or cultural resources whenever possible. Unavoidable 
impacts, whenever possible, shall be reduced to a less than significant level and/or shall be mitigated by 
extracting maximum recoverable data. Determinations of impacts, significance, and mitigation shall be made 
by qualified archaeological (in consultation with recognized local Native American groups), historical, or 
paleontological consultants, depending on the type of resource in question. 
 
Consistent.  Mitigation Measures 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, and S6-4 ensure protection of historical, archaeological, 
paleontological, and cultural sites and the proper consultations and reporting of any significant discoveries. 
 
SECTION 6: NATURAL RESOURCES 
Goal 6.A: To protect and enhance the natural qualities of Placer County's rivers, streams, creeks and 
groundwater. 
 
Policy 6.A.1. The County shall require the provision of sensitive habitat buffers which shall, at a minimum,  
be measured as follows: 100 feet from the centerline of perennial streams, 50 feet from centerline of  
intermittent streams, and 50 feet from the edge of sensitive habitats to be protected, including riparian zones, 
wetlands, old growth woodlands, and the habitat of special status, threatened or endangered species (see 
discussion of sensitive habitat buffers in Part I of this Policy Document). Based on more detailed information 
supplied as a part of the review for a specific project or input from state or federal regulatory agency, the 
County may determine that such setbacks are not applicable in a particular instance of should be modified 
based on the new information provided. The County may, however, allow exceptions, such as in the following 
cases: 1. Reasonable use of the property would otherwise be denied; 2. The location is necessary to avoid 
or mitigate hazards to the public; 3. The location is necessary for the repair of roads, bridges, trails, or similar 
infrastructure; or, 4. The location is necessary for the construction of new roads, bridges, trails, or similar 
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infrastructure where the County determines there is no feasible alternative and the project has minimized 
environmental impacts through project design and infrastructure placement.  
 
Consistent.  The Project mitigations and use permit ensure that any work performed within stream zone 
setbacks is authorized by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and/or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as applicable to ensure protection and/or 
mitigation of stream zone impacts.    
 
Policy 6.A.3. The County shall require development projects proposing to encroach into a stream zone or 
stream setback to do one or more of the following, in descending order of desirability: a. Avoid the 
disturbance of riparian vegetation; b. Replace all functions of the existing riparian vegetation (on-site, in-
kind); c. Restore another section of stream (in-kind); and/or d. Pay a mitigation fee for in-kind restoration 
elsewhere (e.g., mitigation banks).  
 
Consistent.  The Project mitigations and use permit ensure that any work performed within stream zone 
setbacks is authorized by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and/or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as applicable to ensure protection and/or 
mitigation of stream zone impacts.    
 
Policy 6.A.4. Where stream protection is required or proposed, the County should require public and private 
development to: 

e.  Use design, construction, and maintenance techniques that ensure development near a creek will 
not cause or worsen natural hazards (such as erosion, sedimentation, flooding, or water pollution) 
and will include erosion and sediment control practices such as: 1) turbidity screens and other 
management practices, which shall be used as necessary to minimize siltation, sedimentation, and 
erosion, and shall be left in place until disturbed areas; and/or are stabilized with permanent 
vegetation that will prevent the transport of sediment off site; and 2) temporary vegetation sufficient 
to stabilize disturbed areas. 

 
Consistent.  Mitigation Measure S5-1 ensures that the Project minimize stormwater runoff pollutants by 
obtaining authorization for construction and operation activities with the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.   Stormwater BMP’s will be incorporated into all Project improvement plans.   
 
Policy 6.A.5. The County shall continue to require the use of feasible and practical best management 
practices (BMPs) to protect streams from the adverse effects of construction activities and urban runoff and 
to encourage the use of BMPs for agricultural activities.  
 
Consistent.  Mitigation Measure S5-1 ensures that the Project minimize stormwater runoff pollutants by 
obtaining authorization for construction and operation activities with the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.   Stormwater BMP’s will be incorporated into all Project improvement plans.   
 
Policy 6.A.7. All new development and redevelopment projects shall be designed so as to minimize the 
introduction of pollutants into stormwater runoff, to the maximum extent practicable, as well as minimize the 
amount of runoff through the incorporation of appropriate Best Management Practices. 
 
Consistent.  Mitigation Measure S5-1 ensures that the Project minimize stormwater runoff pollutants by 
obtaining authorization for construction and operation activities with the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.    
 
Policy 6.A.13. The County shall protect groundwater resources from contamination and further overdraft by 
pursuing the following efforts:  

a. Identifying and controlling sources of potential contamination;  
b. Protecting important groundwater recharge areas;  
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c. Encouraging the use of surface water to supply major municipal and industrial consumptive 
demands;  

d. Encouraging the use of treated wastewater for groundwater recharge; and  
e. Supporting major consumptive use of groundwater aquifer(s) in the western part of the County only 

where it can be demonstrated that this use does not exceed safe yield and is appropriately balanced 
with surface water supply to the same area. 

 
Consistent.  The Project will use existing rights to surface canal water for use in irrigation and fire 
suppression storage where available.  The use of groundwater wells for public consumption will be regulated 
through Non-community Water System Permits.    
 
Goal 6.B: To protect wetland communities and related riparian areas throughout Placer County as valuable 
resources.  
 
Policy 6.B.1. The County shall support the "no net loss" policy for wetland areas regulated by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
Coordination with these agencies at all levels of project review shall continue to ensure that appropriate 
mitigation measures and the concerns of these agencies are adequately addressed. 
 
Consistent.  The Project would require approvals issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and CDFW.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure S12-2, which describes payment 
of fees and incorporation of avoidance and minimization measures consistent with the PCCP would ensure 
that all water of the U.S. and wetlands are replace, restored, or enhanced on a no-net loss basis. 
 
Goal 6.C: To protect, restore, and enhance habitats that support fish and wildlife species so as to maintain 
populations at viable levels. 
 
Policy 6.C.1. The County shall identify and protect significant ecological resource areas and other unique 
wildlife habitats critical to protecting and sustaining wildlife populations. Significant ecological resource areas 
include the following: a. Wetland areas including vernal pools. b. Stream zones. c. Any habitat for special 
status, threatened, or endangered animals or plants. d. Critical deer winter ranges (winter and summer), 
migratory routes and fawning habitat. e. Large areas of non-fragmented natural habitat, including blue oak 
woodlands, valley foothill and montane riparian, valley oak woodlands, annual grasslands, and vernal 
pool/grassland complexes. f. Identifiable wildlife movement zones, including but not limited to, non-
fragmented stream environment zones, avian and mammalian migratory routes, and known concentration 
areas of waterfowl within the Pacific Flyway. g. Important spawning and rearing areas for anadromous fish. 
  
Consistent. Mitigation Measures S12-1 (Implement measures to protect aquatic habitats and the native fish 
communities), MM S12-2 (Replace, restore, or enhance affected jurisdictional water of the Unites States and 
waters of the State), and MM S12-7 (Protect oak woodland habitat) are included to protect the significant 
ecological resources and wildlife habitats within the Project area. 
 
Policy 6.C.6. The County shall support preservation of the habitats of threatened, endangered, and/or other 
special status species. Where County acquisition and maintenance is not practicable or feasible, federal and 
state agencies, as well as other resource conservation organizations, shall be encouraged to acquire and 
manage endangered species' habitats. 
  
Consistent.  The majority of the Project properties are held in Conservation Easements, which protect the 
open space areas in perpetuity, which will in turn protect habitats within the Project area. 
Policy 6.C.7. The County shall support the maintenance of suitable habitats for all indigenous species of 
wildlife, without preference to game or non-game species, through maintenance of habitat diversity. 
 
Consistent.  The majority of the Project properties are held in Conservation Easements, which protect the 
open space areas in perpetuity, which will in turn protect habitats within the Project area. 

171



 

Page 10 of 15 
 
 

Goal 6.D: To preserve and protect the valuable vegetation resources of Placer County. 
 
Policy 6.D.3. The County shall support the preservation of outstanding areas of natural vegetation, including, 
but not limited to, oak woodlands, riparian areas, and vernal pools.  
 
Consistent.  The majority of the Project properties are held in Conservation Easements, which protect the 
open space areas in perpetuity, which will in turn protect habitats within the Project area. 
 
Policy 6.D.4. The County shall ensure that landmark trees and major groves of native trees are preserved 
and protected. In order to maintain these areas in perpetuity, protected areas shall also include younger 
vegetation with suitable space for growth and reproduction. 
 
Consistent.  The majority of the Project properties are held in Conservation Easements, which protect the 
open space areas in perpetuity, which will in turn protect the oak woodland habitats within the Project area. 
 
Policy 6.D.6. The County shall ensure the conservation of sufficiently large, continuous expanses of native 
vegetation to provide suitable habitat for maintaining abundant and diverse wildlife.  
 
Consistent.  The majority of the Project properties are held in Conservation Easements, which protect the 
open space areas in perpetuity, which will in turn protect the oak woodland habitats within the Project area. 
The 2,765 acres of open space provided with this project will provide native, oak woodland habitat for the 
wildlife found in the area. 
 
Policy 6.D.7. The County shall support the management of wetland and riparian plant communities for 
passive recreation, groundwater recharge, nutrient catchment, and wildlife habitats. Such communities shall 
be restored or expanded, where possible. 
 
Consistent.  The Project properties would include approximately 30 miles of new and existing multi-use, 
natural surface trails for passive recreation. The preserved acreage would provide for wildlife habitats and 
groundwater recharge.  BMP’s at parking areas would provide for erosion and sedimentation control. 
 
Policy 6.D.9. The County shall require that development on hillsides be limited to maintain valuable natural 
vegetation, especially forests and open grasslands, and to control erosion. 
 
Consistent.  Mitigation Measure S5-1 requires temporary construction BMPs and post-development BMPs 
to ensure that pollutants contained in project-related storm water discharges are reduced to the maximum 
extent practicable. Natural surface trails would be designed to minimize impacts to existing vegetation. 
Goal 6.E: To preserve and enhance open space lands to maintain the natural resources of the County.  
 
Policy 6.E.1. The County shall support the preservation and enhancement of natural land forms, natural 
vegetation, and natural resources as open space to the maximum extent feasible. The County shall 
permanently protect, as open space, areas of natural resource value, including wetlands, riparian corridors, 
unfragmented woodlands, and floodplains. 
 
Consistent.  The majority of land within the 2,765 acres of Project area is protected by Conservation 
Easements, which will preserve these lands in perpetuity. 
 
Policy 6.E.3. The County shall support the maintenance of open space and natural areas that are 
interconnected and of sufficient size to protect biodiversity sustain viable populations, accommodate wildlife 
movement, and sustain ecosystems. 
 
Consistent:  The County and the Placer Land Trust will provide maintenance for the 2,765 acres of open 
space included within this Project, which spans from Raccoon Creek to the Bear River. 
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Goal 6.F: To protect and improve air quality in Placer County 
 
Policy 6.F.6. The County shall require project-level environmental review to include identification of potential 
air quality impacts and designation of design and other appropriate mitigation measures or offset fees to 
reduce impacts. The County shall dedicate staff to work with project proponents and other agencies in 
identifying, ensuring the implementation of, and monitoring the success of mitigation measures.  
 
Consistent.  Potential air quality impacts analyzed within the SEIR were found to be less-than-significant. 
 
Policy 6.F.7. The County shall encourage development to be located and designed to minimize direct and 
indirect air pollutants.  
 
Consistent.  The Project is a large, open space park.  A parking reservation system which limits the amount 
of visitors on high use days such as weekends and holidays would be implemented to reduce traffic impacts. 
 
Policy 6.F.8. The County shall submit development proposals to the PCAPCD for review and comment in 
compliance with CEQA prior to consideration by the appropriate decision-making body.  
 
Consistent.  The Draft SEIR was provided to the PCAPCD for review and commenting. The PCAPCD 
provided a comment letter, which was responded to in the Final SEIR. 
 
Policy 6.F.9. In reviewing project applications, the County shall consider alternatives or amendments that 
reduce emissions of air pollutants. 
 
Consistent.  The Project analyzed three Alternatives within the SEIR, all of which consider some form of 
reduction in traffic that would reduce emissions of air pollutants. 
 
Policy 6.G.3. The County shall encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation by incorporating 
public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes in County transportation planning and by requiring new 
development to provide adequate pedestrian and bikeway facilities.  
 
Consistent.  The 2018 Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan compliments this Project through the planning 
of bikeway linkages to other area nodes and regional trails. 
 
SECTION 7: AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
Goal 7.A: To provide for the long-term conservation and use of agriculturally-designated lands.  
 
Policy 7.A.1. The County shall protect agriculturally-designated areas from conversion to nonagricultural 
uses. 
 
Consistent.  This Project ensures the ability of Project parcels to remain in agricultural use in perpetuity with 
conservation easements to protect from future development.   
 
Policy 7.A.3. The County shall encourage continued and, where possible, increased agricultural activities on 
lands suited to agricultural uses. 
 
Consistent.  Placer County and Placer Land Trust are committed to continued agricultural use within the 
Project parcels. 
 
Goal 7.B: To minimize existing and future conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural uses in 
agriculturally-designated areas. 
 
Consistent.  The existing Hidden Falls Regional Park has combined trail use with grazing since its opening 
in 2013.  The County will continue to manage the combined uses including the issuance of grazing leases 
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that anticipate recreational uses and allow bidding with the knowledge of mixed uses.  Agricultural 
interpretation and demonstration may be used to educate visitors on minimizing conflict.  The Placer County 
Public Recreation Ordinance may be used to institute rules and regulations to protect agricultural activities. 
 
Policy 7.B.1. The County shall identify and maintain clear boundaries between urban/suburban and 
agricultural areas and require land use buffers between such uses where feasible, except as may be 
determined to be unnecessary or inappropriate within a Specific Plan as part of the Specific Plan approval. 
These buffers shall occur on the parcel for which the development permit is sought and shall favor protection 
of the maximum amount of farmland. 
 
Consistent.  This Project would maintain the existing Farm zoning of the area. The proposed use is not an 
urban use and is an allowed use within Farm zoning. 
 
Goal 7.C: To protect and enhance the economic viability Placer County's agricultural operations.  
 
Goal 7.D: To maximize the productivity of Placer County's agriculture uses by ensuring adequate supplies 
of water. 
 
Policy 7.D.1. The County shall support efforts to deliver adequate surface water to agricultural areas with 
deficient water supplies. 
 
Consistent.  The Project will use existing rights to surface canal water for use in irrigation and fire 
suppression storage where available.   
 
Policy 7.D.5. The County will work with local irrigation districts to preserve local water rights to ensure that 
water saved through conservation may be stored and used locally, rather than appropriated and used outside 
of Placer County. 
 
Consistent.  The Project will use existing rights to surface canal water for use in irrigation and fire 
suppression storage where available.   
 
Goal 7.E: To conserve Placer County's forest resources, enhance the quality and diversity of forest 
ecosystems, reduce conflicts between forestry and other uses, and encourage a sustained yield of forest 
products.  
 
Policy 7.E.1. The County shall encourage the sustained productive use of forest land as a means of providing 
open space and conserving other natural resources.  
 
Consistent.  None of the land within the Project area has been designated with Timberland Production Zone 
(TPZ) zoning.  The majority of the 2,765 acres of Project land is protected under Conservation Easements 
and will preserve open space and other natural resources in perpetuity. Cattle grazing will continue within 
the majority of the Project area. 
 
Policy 7.E.2. The County shall discourage development that conflicts with timberland management. 
 
Consistent.  None of the land within the Project area has been designated with Timberland Production Zone 
(TPZ) zoning.   
 
SECTION 8: HEALTH AND SAFETY 
Goal 8.A: To minimize the loss of life, injury, and property damage due to seismic and geological hazards. 
 
Policy 8.A.1. The County shall require the preparation of a soils engineering and geologic-seismic analysis 
prior to permitting development in areas prone to geological or seismic hazards (i.e., ground shaking, 
landslides, liquefaction, critically expansive soils, avalanche).  
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Consistent.  The SEIR and Conditional Use Permit Modification incorporate Mitigation Measure S5-2, which 
requires a geotechnical report be completed by a qualified, licensed geotechnical engineer for the entire 
project.  Recommendations of the geotechnical report will be incorporated into improvement plans for each 
phase of the Project. 
 
Policy 8.A.4. The County shall ensure that areas of slope instability are adequately investigated and that any 
development in these areas incorporates appropriate design provisions to prevent landsliding.  
 
Consistent.  The SEIR and Conditional Use Permit Modification include Mitigation Measure S5-2, which 
requires a geotechnical report be completed by a qualified, licensed geotechnical engineer for the entire 
project.  Recommendations of the geotechnical report will be incorporated into improvement plans for each 
phase of the Project. 
 
Policy 8.A.5. In landslide hazard areas, the County shall prohibit avoidable alteration of land in a manner 
that could increase the hazard, including concentration of water through drainage, irrigation, or septic 
systems; removal of vegetative cover; and steepening of slopes and undercutting the bases of slopes.  
 
Consistent.  The Project area does not contain areas of shallow slope instability and/or small landslide 
areas.  However, the SEIR and Conditional Use Permit Modification include Mitigation Measure S5-2, which 
requires a geotechnical report be completed by a qualified, licensed geotechnical engineer for the entire 
project.  Recommendations of the geotechnical report will be incorporated into improvement plans for each 
phase of the Project. 
 
Policy 8.A.11. The County shall limit development in areas of steep or unstable slopes to minimize hazards 
caused by landslides or liquefaction.  
 
Consistent.  Development of parking areas and associated structures are not proposed for steep or unstable 
areas.  Existing dirt maintenance roads on steep or unstable slopes may be relocated or stabilized as part 
of this Project.  Trails are constructed to longitudinal grades generally not exceeding 8% and incorporate 
rolling grade dips and other drainage features to ensure water is directed away from the trail tread before 
rutting and erosion can occur. 
 
Goal 8.B: To minimize the risk of loss of life, injury, damage to property, and economic and social dislocations 
resulting from flood hazards.  
 
Policy 8.B.1. The County shall promote flood control measures that maintain natural conditions within the 
100-year floodplain of rivers and streams.  
 
Consistent.  The Project requires permitting by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board for any structures 
or modifications within the floodplain. 
 
Policy 8.B.4. The County shall require that the design and location of dams and levees be in accordance 
with all applicable design standards and specifications and accepted state-of-the-art design and construction 
practices.  
 
Not Applicable.  No dams or levies are proposed to be constructed or retrofitted as part of this Project. 
 
Goal 8.C: To minimize the risk of loss of life, injury, and damage to property and watershed resources 
resulting from unwanted fires.  
 
Policy 8.C.1. The County shall ensure that development in high-fire-hazard areas is designed and 
constructed in a manner that minimizes the risk from fire hazards and meets all applicable state and County 
fire standards.  
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Consistent. The proposed Project would comply with all laws, plans, policies and regulations related to fire 
safety and wildfire suppression. In addition, the Project components listed on page 16-17 of the Draft SEIR 
were included within the Project Description in order to address CAL FIRE/Placer County Fire Department 
requirements and needs. Lastly, Mitigation Measure S13-1 requires the County to purchase one Light 
Rescue Vehicle (LRV) to provide access further into the trail system. 
 
Policy 8.C.2. The County shall require that discretionary permits for new development in fire hazard areas 
be conditioned to include requirements for fire-resistant vegetation, cleared fire breaks, or a long-term 
comprehensive fuel management program. Fire hazard reduction measures shall be incorporated into the 
design of development projects in fire hazard areas.  
 
Consistent.  The Project would include minimal new landscaping around new parking areas.  Both the 
County and the PLT have existing vegetation management programs which would be employed within the 
Project area.  The expansion area already contains 120 acres of shaded fuel breaks.  Cattle grazing is and 
would continue to be incorporated into the fuels management program. Multi-use trails would be maintained 
to provide 15 vertical feet of vegetation clearing. 
 
Policy 8.C.3. The County shall require that new development meets state, County, and local fire district 
standards for fire protection.  
 
Consistent. The proposed Project would comply with all laws, plans, policies and regulations related to fire 
safety and wildfire suppression. In addition, the Project components listed on page 16-17 of the Draft SEIR 
were included within the Project Description in order to address CAL FIRE/Placer County Fire Department 
requirements and needs. 
 
Goal 8.E: To ensure the maintenance of an Emergency Management Program to effectively prepare for, 
respond to, recover from, and mitigate the effects of natural or technological disasters.  
 
Policy 8.G.13. The County shall work with local fire protection and other agencies to ensure an adequate 
Countywide response capability to hazardous materials emergencies.  
 

Consistent.  The SEIR and Use Permit for this Project were prepared in consultation with Placer County 
Fire Department/CAL FIRE personnel.  Project implementation include a vegetation management plan, 
shaded fuel breaks, helicopter landing zones, water storage and hydrants, emergency egress plan, and 
provision of a Light Rescue Vehicle. 
 
SECTION 9: NOISE 
Goal 9.A: To protect County residents from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to excessive noise. 
 
Policy 9.A.2. Noise created by new proposed non-transportation noise sources shall be mitigated so as not 
to exceed the noise level standards of Table 9-1 as measured immediately within the property line of lands 
designated for noise-sensitive uses: provided, however, the noise created by occasional events occurring 
within a stadium on land zoned for university purposes may temporarily exceed these standards as provided 
in an approved Specific Plan. 
 
Consistent.  During normal operation, and with the implementation of Mitigation Measures, the Project noise 
levels do not exceed the standards set forth in Table 9-1.  Placer County limits construction noise during 
evenings, early mornings, and weekends.  Additionally, Mitigation Measures 10-1, which restrict general 
public access to HFRP and Trails Expansion Areas to 6 a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset, and Mitigation 
Measure S10-2, which requires the use of hard surfacing for parking area access roads reduce 
transportation-related noise levels to less than significant. 
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Policy 9.A.9. Noise created by new transportation noise sources, including roadway improvement projects, 
shall be mitigated so as not to exceed the levels specified in Table 9-3 or the performance standards in Table 
9-3 at outdoor activity areas or interior spaces of existing noise sensitive land uses. 
 
Consistent.  During normal operation, and with the implementation of Mitigation Measures, the Project noise 
levels do not exceed the standards set forth in Table 9-1.  Placer County limits construction noise during 
evenings, early mornings, and weekends.  Additionally, Mitigation Measures 10-1, which restrict general 
public access to HFRP and Trails Expansion Areas to 6 a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset, and Mitigation 
Measure S10-2, which requires the use of hard surfacing for parking area access roads reduce 
transportation-related noise levels to less than significant. 
 
Policy 9.A.11. The County shall require one or more of the following mitigation measures where existing 
noise levels significantly impact existing noise-sensitive land uses, or where the cumulative increase in noise 
levels resulting from new development significantly impacts noise-sensitive land uses: a. Rerouting traffic 
onto streets that have available traffic capacity and that do not adjoin noise-sensitive land uses; b. Lowering 
speed limits, if feasible and practical; c. Programs to pay for noise mitigation such as low cost loans to owners 
of noise-impacted property or establishment of developer fees; d. Acoustical treatment of buildings; or, e. 
Construction of noise barriers. 
 
Consistent.  During normal operation, and with the implementation of Mitigation Measures, the Project noise 
levels do not exceed the standards set forth in Table 9-1.  Placer County limits construction noise during 
evenings, early mornings, and weekends.  Additionally, Mitigation Measures 10-1, which restrict general 
public access to HFRP and Trails Expansion Areas to 6 a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset, and Mitigation 
Measure S10-2, which requires the use of hard surfacing for parking area access roads reduce 
transportation-related noise levels to less than significant. 
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Sue Colbert

From: Heidi Alechko <heidi.alechko@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 12:17 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan

My family are active hikers and horseback riders of the Hidden Falls trails. We support the Hidden Falls 
Expansion Reduced Plan and encourage 
your approval. 99% of the 500,000 residents of Placer County will appreciate the open space and additional 
trails for our future. The reduced plan more than addresses the neighbors needs. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Heidi Alechko 
                          
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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Sue Colbert

From: baaayes@surewest.net
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 1:26 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I support expansion

  

I support Hidden Falls Expansion, Reduced Plan and encourage your approval. I use and enjoy 
this area on foot and on horseback. It is a valuable community asset. 

Thanks for your attention to this email. 

Sincerely, 

Anne S. Anderson 

Citrus Hts., CA 
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Sue Colbert

From: Richard Andrus <andrusrich@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 3:43 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan

Hello,  
 
I'm writing in support of the HF expansion plan. We badly 
need more open space for hiking and riding horses. This 
would be a great assets to Placer and surrounding counties 
and it would increase the well being of everyone.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Rich Andrus 
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Sue Colbert

From: Gregg Bates <dccgregg@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2020 9:50 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan  
 
Hello! 
I am a resident of Placer County, and I encourage your approval of the Hidden Falls Expansion 
Reduced Plan.  
My family and I use the Hidden Falls trails. We appreciate the open space and additional trails 
for our future. The reduced plan more than addresses the neighbors' concerns. 
 
Thank you, 
Gregg Bates 
4121 Grice Ct. 
Roseville, CA 95747 
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Sue Colbert

From: Leslie Bisharat <lbisharat@techline-sac.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 6:52 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] HIDDEN FALLS EXPANSION

 
County Planning Commission 
Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
 
Like so many residents of and visitors to Placer County, I cherish what our citizens and 
government agencies (especially the dedicated men and women in Park Planning) have 
created at Hidden Falls.   I was there for the dedication, I’ve hiked and ridden every trail, I’ve 
pushed my mother’s wheelchair and my grandson’s strollers and I never tire of the park.  But, I 
admit that now I no longer visit that special place because the parking is difficult and the trails 
are crowded.  I urge you to approve the expansion and reduced plan for improving access and 
adding trails‐‐‐ so that not only we, but future generations, can explore, enjoy and learn about 
our natural world.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Leslie Lockhart Bisharat 
7870 Eagle View Lane 
Granite Bay, CA 95746 
 

To help protect you r 
privacy, Micro so ft Office 
prevented au tomatic  
download of this pictu re 
from the Internet.

 

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is active. 

 

184



1

Sue Colbert

From: Sharon Blume <grindingrock@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 11:48 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] County Planning Commission Attention Sue Colbert - Hidden Falls Expansion

I support the expansion of the Hidden Falls Trails & support the reduced plan & encourage your 
approval. 
 
Thank you very much. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sharon Blume 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Wally Gaffney <wgaffney37@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, October 3, 2020 7:09 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion 
 
As a resident on Bell Rd. I vehemently oppose this project We have bigger priorities than creating more 
trails I believe funds to expansion are being misappropriated while we have other greater needs such as 
increased fire protection and public safety ! 
 
Not to mention rural roads can not handle increased traffic from non‐locals 
 
Wally Gaffney 
4961 Bell Rd. 
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From: Melvin Neal <themneals@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 2:15 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] , 
 
Please acknowledge that wildfires are real 
More people, cars, camping, rolling blackouts, 
This is our home, lifes work, childrens home 
No to expansion of the park Hidden Falls our right to live in Auburn gives us a voice to say no to 
popuation growth dangers, intrusions, taxation, water, resources, litter, pollution, robberies, vagrants, 
loss of our way of life.  Fire insurance is very costly more people more danger of limited reslources. 
Please consider NO expansion on Hidden Falls Park. 
Bobbie Neal 
Auburn Valley resident 
Registered voter 
Concerned citizen 
Auburn, California  95602 
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Sue Colbert

From: sheryl canutt <canuttsrus@caltel.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 11:00 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] attn: Sue Colbert , Planning Commission Clerk

Re: Hidden Falls Expansion, 
 
My family are active dog walkers and horseback riders of the Hidden Falls trails. We support the 
Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan and encourage your approval. 99% of the 500,000 residents of 
Placer County will appreciate the open space and additional trails for our future. The reduced plan 
more than addresses the neighbors needs. 
 
Sheryl Canutt 
canuttsrus@caltel.com 
3951 Loray Lane, Auburn, CA 95602 
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Matthew D. Francois 

Direct Dial: (650) 798-5669 
E-mail: mfrancois@rutan.com 

 

October 14, 2020 

  

Rut an  &  T uc k er ,  L L P  |  4 5 5  M ar k e t  S t r ee t ,  S u i t e 1 87 0  
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Or ang e  C ou n t y  |  P a l o  A l t o  |  S an  F r anc is c o |  w w w. r u t an . c om  

2783/036136-0001 
15621429.2 a10/14/20 

VIA E-MAIL [scolbert@placer.ca.gov] 

Honorable Anders Hauge, Chair and  
Members of the Planning Commission 
County of Placer 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA  95603 

 

 
Re: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project  

Dear Chair Hauge and Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
 We write on behalf of our clients, Peter and Jacqueline Caswell, in regard to the proposed 
Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project (the “Project”).  As noted in our May 19, 2020 
letter, the Caswells have significant concerns with the adequacy of the Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report (“SEIR”) prepared by Placer County (the “County”) for the Project.  The Caswells 
do, however, support the reduced version of the Project (the “Reduced Project”) recommended by 
Staff of the County’s Parks Division.  Accordingly, we respectfully urge the Commission to 
recommend approval of the Reduced Project to the County Board of Supervisors.   
 
 The Caswells’ property is located immediately adjacent to the Harvego Bear River Preserve 
(“HBRP”).  Full build-out of the Project would have resulted in 120 parking spaces, 10 equestrian 
trailer spaces, a permanent restroom building, a helipad, and a 12,000 gallon water tank immediately 
adjacent to the Caswell land.  By comparison, the Reduced Project would maintain the existing status 
quo at HBRP, allowing for 12 docent-led tours per year with no permanent parking or related 
improvements.  The Reduced Project would still provide the public with 30 miles of additional trails, 
accompanied by three access points for the different areas of the trail system.1  Access to the HBRP 
by pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists originating from other HFRP areas would be allowed with 
a backcountry access permit administered by the County’s Parks Division. 
 
 As to the full Project, the SEIR (1) is an improper subsequent environmental document and 
should have been prepared as a stand-alone EIR, (2) fails to analyze the impacts of the “whole of the 
project,” as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), (3) fails to adequately 
analyze the full Project’s significant traffic, air quality, noise, and other impacts, (4) improperly 
defers mitigation, (5) fails to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, and (6) omits 
a detailed discussion of cumulative impacts.  The full Project is also inconsistent with the County’s 
General Plan as detailed in our May 19, 2020 letter.   
                                                
1 Contrary to statements in the staff report and accompanying resolution and findings, only two 
of these three access points are “new”—Garden Bar 40 and Twilight Ride.  At the existing Mears 
Place parking area, 25 additional parking spaces would be added as part of the Reduced Project.  
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 We have reviewed the County’s responses to ours and other comments on the Draft SEIR.  
We do not believe that they adequately address the significant environmental impacts of the full 
Project.  The County’s proposed responses to thousands of comments from nearly 500 commenters 
is contained in a mere 18 pages.  (Final SEIR, Section 3.0.)  This does not reflect a good faith effort 
at full disclosure, as required by CEQA.  (See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a).)  For instance, 
there is no substantive response to the comments that the Harvego road improvements alone would 
require more than 15 times the amount of grading than that assumed by the SEIR.2  This gross 
underestimation undermines many, if not most, of the SEIR’s impact conclusions.  Because the SEIR 
and associated CEQA Findings are deficient as to the full Project, the County may not lawfully rely 
on them to approve the full Project.   
 
 The resolution proposing to certify the SEIR should thus only refer to the Reduced Project 
and the Reduced Project Approvals.  It should also be made clear in the CEQA Findings that that 
those findings only apply to the Reduced Project.  Page 7 of the CEQA Findings incorrectly refers 
to a helipad at HBRP.  No such helipad is proposed as part of the Reduced Project.  On page 62, the 
CEQA Findings should be revised to read: “Based on impacts identified in the SEIR and throughout 
this findings document, the County finds that the HFRP Trails Expansion Reduced Project is the 
most desirable, feasible, and appropriate, and therefore rejects the Project and other alternatives as 
described in the SEIR.” 
 
 The proposed conditions of approval likewise require revision to reflect the Reduced Project.  
The third bullet under Condition No. 1 states that the CUP Modification covers “utilizing the existing 
parking and access at Harvego Preserve off Curtola Ranch Road for access to the northern areas of 
the expanded trails network . . ..”  This is not accurate.  Under the Reduced Project, the existing 
parking and access off Curtola Ranch Road will only be made available for 12 docent led tours per 
year.  Please strike this language from the conditions.  Similarly, revise Condition 83 to read: 
“Parking areas will be limited to the general locations and sizes depicted in the Hidden Falls Regional 
Park Trails Expansion Project  Final SEIR, and as described further in Condition of Approval number 
1.”   
 
 Revise the second sub-bullet of the fourth bullet under Condition 1 to read: “Utilization of 
the current parking area graded dirt area at the north end of Curtola Ranch Road (allows parking for 
approximately 18 vehicles) at the Harvego Preserve for docent-led tours only, 12 times per year.”   
  
 The description of the management areas is somewhat different from how these areas are 
described in the SEIR.  Condition 1 states that the management areas are depicted on Exhibit A.  Yet 
no such exhibit is attached to the conditions.  We request that you make copies of the referenced 
exhibit available for public review now. 

                                                
2 These comments were supported by a detailed report prepared by Milani & Associates.  (Final 
SEIR, pp. 2-338 et seq.)  The Final SEIR acknowledges the Milani report, but wrongly claims the 
comments lack evidentiary support.  (Final SEIR, pp. 2-348, 2-355, 2-358.)   
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 Revise Condition 1.A.i to read: “No development of new parking areas and no construction 
of supporting facilities.”  Add a new subsection under Condition 1.A to clarify the allowed uses in 
the HFRP: “Permitted uses include only recreational uses (hiking, bicycle riding, and horseback 
riding) subject to issuance of a backcountry access permit (maximum of 27 per day) as well as 
grazing, agriculture, and docent-led tours (maximum of 12 per year).”3 

 
 Revise Condition 1.E to read: “Facilities common to all management areas (except Bear 
River Backcountry Management Area.”  In the text following Condition 1.E, explain what is 
intended by the reference to conflicts between the conditions and the County’s Park Ordinance, with 
the Park Ordinance taking precedence.  The permit cannot be automatically amended by changes to 
the Park Ordinance and such a provision conflicts with other language requiring modifications to be 
processed through an amended use permit and further environmental review.  Please review and 
revise this language. 
 
  In sum, the Caswells support Staff’s recommendation of the Reduced Project and urge the 
Commission to likewise recommend approval of the Reduced Project to the County Board of 
Supervisors, with the revisions to the conditions of approval noted above.   
 
 Thank you for your consideration of our clients’ views on these important matters.  
Representatives of the Caswells will be in attendance at your October 22, 2020 hearing on the 
Project.  In the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions regarding this 
correspondence. 

Very truly yours, 
RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 
 
 

Matthew D. Francois 
cc (via e-mail):  
 Peter & Jacqueline Caswell 
 Lloyd Harvego 
 Kathryn Oehlschlager, Esq.   
 Honorable Cindy Gustafson and Members of the Board of Supervisors 
 Lisa Carnahan, Senior Planner 
 Andy Fisher, Parks Administrator 
 Karin Schwab, Esq., County Counsel 

                                                
3 To avoid trespass on neighboring lands and to ensure persons with backcountry access permits 
do not overrun the Twilight Ride parking area or the HFRP, we have included a limit on the number 
of backcountry access permits issued per day that is 50 percent of the proposed vehicular parking for 
the Twilight Ride parking area.     
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 2:56 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Brent Collier

Email Address (Optional)  brentmc79@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Field not completed.

Comments  I go to Hidden Falls quite often, and I just wanted to say the 
following: 
 
- I support approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
of the Full Project 
- I support the county's plan to build the Reduced Project Plan.

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
  

 

267



1

Sue Colbert

From: Keith & Stephanie <kcsw4br@sebastiancorp.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 9:54 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls expansion

We hope the Commission will support the proposed expansion of Hidden Falls Park. It is clear that Placer 
County residents make a lot of use of the existing park and will greatly benefit from the additional 30 miles of 
trails. We look forward to hiking and horseback riding in the expanded County Park. 
Sincerely, 
Stephanie and Keith Collins 
  Foresthill CA 
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Sue Colbert

From: Colleen Conley <cconley@golyon.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 7:15 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] HF Expansion

Yes, I am in favor of the expansion, of charging a fee, and a patrol to educate  visitors on how to 
protect the park, i.e. not  cutting trail, smoking and bbqs! 
Colleen Conley 
 
 
Colleen Conley                                                              BRE 01074802                                                             
Lyon Real Estate, Auburn, CA                                                                I cannot guarantee the veracity of 
any attached documents sent to me by others. Clients must satisfy themselves as to related matters 
discussed and/or agreed upon.                                                    
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Sue Colbert

From: Ginger <ginger@vfr.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 2:42 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
       Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk  
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
 
Our family supports the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan and would encourage your approval. Open space is vital 
for ALL placer County residents now and for future generations to come. As active equestrians and hikers we truly value 
outdoor spaces. The reduced plan takes into account of Hidden Falls neighbors while providing an additional legacy for all 
to enjoy. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely,  
Virginia Cosh and family  
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Shirlee Herrington

From: Shirlee Herrington
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 2:21 PM
To: Megan Wood; Rachel McGuigan
Cc: Teri Ivaldi; Clayton Cook; Ken Grehm
Subject: CORRESPONDENCE: Deny the Public Works Resolution to apply for funding for the not yet approved 

Hidden Falls expansion

FYI 
 

From: Defend Granite Bay <defendgb@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 1:59 PM 
To: Jim Holmes <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Bonnie Gore <BonnieGore@placer.ca.gov>; Robert Weygandt 
<RWeygand@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Kirk Uhler <KUhler@placer.ca.gov>; 
Suzanne Jones <suzanne.pcsupervisor@gmail.com> 
Cc: protectruralplacer@gmail.com; Leslie Warren <allianceforenviroleadership@gmail.com>; Gb ca 
<gbca@granitebay.com>; Michael Garabedian <michaelgarabedian@earthlink.net>; Marilyn Jasper 
<mjasper2@gmail.com>; Shirlee Herrington <SHerring@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Deny the Public Works Resolution to apply for funding for the not yet approved Hidden Falls 
expansion 
 
Supervisors, 

Members of Defend Granite Bay respectfully request that the following agenda item is denied. 

9:50 a.m. 
 2.   PUBLIC WORKS  
 
Adopt a Resolution authorizing the Director of Public Works, or designee, to apply for a grant for up to 
$3,027,090 to the California Natural Resources Agency for a portion of the proposed Hidden Falls Regional 
Park Trails and Open Space Expansion Project. 
 
At this time, the Hidden Falls Expansion project had not gone through appropriate public comment and as such it is 
presumptive that this Board will approve the expansion.  
 
Based on the massive public opposition to destruction of a fragile ecosystem and reliance upon a tax measure approval 
to ensure adequate fire protection, this is a lost opportunity to secure funding for existing needs. 
 
The County has a shortfall of funding for already approved projects and existing trail maintenance, as such it would be 
more fiscally responsible to request funding for what is already guaranteed. Diluting resources and jeopardizing existing 
projects compromises quality throughout the county.  
 
By wasting an opportunity to secure funding for existing projects, it can be perceived by the public that their input and 
concerns regarding the Hidden Falls expansion project are moot.  
 
The Department of Public Works 5 year capital improvement plan would benefit greatly from $3 million for already 
approved recreation and trail projects awaiting funding. By applying for a not yet approved project, an opportunity is 
being missed. This should be of great concern for you as well as the public which would directly benefit from this 
windfall.  
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Public Works should indeed apply for the grant, however, for an already approved project which a reasonable person 
can draw the conclusion would carry more weight in being granted the funds. 
 
The Defend Granite Bay Board and members 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Sue Colbert

From: Laura <gv14224@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:46 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment Hidden Falls public hearing

Placer County Planning Commission  
Sue Colbert, PC clerk 
 
Hidden Falls is a Recreation jewel in Placer County.  I support the expansion plan.  It offers present 
and future generations access to open space and trails.   
Placer County has done a great job in providing this park for all to enjoy.  The concerns for safety 
have been addressed with parking management and Park closure during high fire danger. 
Thank you Placer County for expansion and improvements at Hidden Falls. 
Laura Duncan  
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Sue Colbert

From: Scott Eldridge <scotteldridge@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 10:03 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan

This email is to strongly support the Hidden Falls Expansion. We look forward to walking our dog on the new trails, and 
appreciate the compromises necessary in the Reduced Plan. 
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Sue Colbert

From: Jennifer Eppler <jeneppler70@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 3:46 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk  
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
 
Our family moved to this area because we were looking for someplace to ride our horses that had safe trails, good trailer 
parking and thoughtful, courteous trail users. We found all of that and more with the Hidden Falls trails. It is a treasure 
and we support all efforts to keep the trails something that can be enjoyed by those that are visiting as well as those 
that live in close proximity. 
 
We feel that the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan will address concerns on all sides and encourage your approval.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Bruce and Jennifer Eppler 
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Sue Colbert

From: Langdon Fielding <langdonfielding@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:36 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

We are horseback riders and dog walkers that use the Hidden Falls trails. We support the Hidden Falls Expansion 
Reduced Plan and encourage your approval. 99% of the 500,000 residents of Placer County will appreciate the open 
space and additional trails for our future. The reduced plan more than addresses the neighbors needs.   
 
 
thank you, 
langdon 
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Sue Colbert

From: Sharma Gaponoff <slgaponoff@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 1:12 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
       Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 

My friends and I are active horseback riders of Hidden Falls trails. Each of us supports the Hidden Falls Expansion 
Reduced Plan and encourage your approval. We have been informed that an astounding 99% of the 500,000 residents of 
Placer County appreciate Hidden Falls open space and are delighted with the prospect of additional trails for our future. 
There are always going to be grumpy neighbors to deal with, but we believe that the Reduced Plan more than addresses 
all the the surrounding neighbors needs, including the grumpy ones. Thus, the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan will 
please nearly all of the placer County residents as well as those in surrounding counties who utilize Hidden Falls. The 
continuing COVID‐19 pandemic has demonstrated to us all the urgency of preserving our rapidly disappearing open 
space. We are hopeful that the Placer County Planning Commission will approve these expansion plans by preserving 
adjacent acreage to this beautiful open space for now and in perpetuity.  
 
Thank you, 
Sharma Gaponoff 
Endurance rider 
Hidden Falls rider 
Author of “Tevis From The Back of My Horse" 
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Sue Colbert

From: Michael Garabedian <michaelgarabedian@earthlink.net>
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 4:45 PM
To: Sue Colbert; Lisa Carnahan
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Hidden Falls Trails Expansion project FSEIR Placer County Planning Commission 

September 24, 2020 Agenda Item 3
Attachments: Hidden Falls Park & Williamson Act contrated lands.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Corrections noted. 
 
 
 

On Sep 24, 2020, at 4:28 PM, Michael Garabedian <michaelgarabedian@earthlink.net> wrote: 
 
To: Placer County Planning Commissioners Samuel Cannon, Anders Hauge, Nathan Herzog, Richard 
Johnson, Jeffrey Moss, Wayne Nader, and Larry Sevison.  
 
Placer County Tomorrow thanks you for this opportunity to address the project and Placer County legal 
inadequacies regarding:  

 Williamson Act Agricultural Preserve and Williamson Act Contracted land violations of the 
Williamson Act and the California Constitution Article on enforceable restrictions, and, 

 CEQA disclosure and analysis of impacts on agricultural lands in Agricultural Preserves and 
Williamson Act Contracts.  

 
The foundation of the Williamson Act is the California Constitution Article XIII, Section 8—Enforceable 
Restrictions provision: 
 
"To promote the conservation, preservation and continued existence of open space lands, the 
Legislature may define open space land and shall provide that when this land is enforceably restricted, in 
a manner specified by the Legislature, to recreation, enjoyment of scenic beauty, use or conservation of 
natural resources, or production of food or fiber, it shall be valued for property tax purposes only on a 
basis that is consistent with its restrictions and uses." 
 
This Constitutional provision applies to the Williamson Act (Government Code 51230 et seq.), Timber 
production Zoning (Government Code 51100 et seq.), and Conservation Easements (Civil Code 815 et 
seq.). 
 
The attachment to this e‐mail has a map of Williamson Act contracted land in the PCCProgram area.  The 
green line drawn on it is an outline of the Hidden Falls reduced project "Exhibit A Reduced Project 
Comparison” sheet, also attached.  It does not have or identify Williamson Act Agricultural 
Preserves.  Williamson Act contracted lands must be located and mapped as must Agricultural 
Preserves, and must be in the CEQA documents, but are missing. 
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The map on Exhibit A shows the great extent to which Williamson Act land designations in the 
area would be further fragmented by the Hidden Falls Park and trails expansion.  Scattered parklands 
are central to and dominate the area. The parklands and trails demonstrate that this region has, by 
County Actions alone, been becoming a recreation area converted from agricultural uses and values.    
 
One example about how trails are incompatible with agriculture is that they open access to littering with 
aluminum and other beverage containers.  Many agricultural practices disking, cutting, turning soil, 
haying, other crop harvesting and fire prevention practices could result in shredded aluminum 
consumed by and killing livestock. 
 
For Hidden Falls expansion, the county has largely focused on efforts to interpret zoning.  What is first 
surprisingly missing and necessary is interpretations for Williamson Act Agriculture Preserves as well as 
contracted land, along with state, county and local requirements, and adequate knowledge of and 
familiarity with agriculture and its practices.  
 
Key Williamson act protections applying to Preserves (Government Code 51230 et seq.) includes: 
 
Government Code 51238.1. 
  
"(a) Uses approved on contracted lands shall be consistent with all of the following principles of 
compatibility: 
"(1) The use will not significantly compromise the long‐term productive agricultural capability of the 
subject contracted parcel or parcels or on other contracted lands in agricultural preserves. 
"(2) The use will not significantly displace or impair current or reasonably foreseeable agricultural 
operations on the subject contracted parcel or parcels or on other contracted lands in agricultural 
preserves. Uses that significantly displace agricultural operations on the subject contracted parcel or 
parcels may be deemed compatible if they relate directly to the production of commercial agricultural 
products on the subject contracted parcel or parcels or neighboring lands, including activities such as 
harvesting, processing, or shipping. 
 
 
"(3) The use will not result in the significant removal of adjacent contracted land from agricultural or 
open‐space use 
In evaluating compatibility a board or council shall consider the impacts on noncontracted lands in the 
agricultural preserve or preserves. 
” 
 
This has not happened for the Hidden Falls project as a matter of fact or as a matter of applying the 
Act.  Agricultural compatibility is appllied to far more than contracted land alone. 
 
Court decisions interpreting and enforcing the Williamson Act reflect this legislative intent in acting the 
bill carried by John Williamson who retired from the California legislature as Chief of Staff of the Senate 
Rules Committee around 1977: 
 
"51220. 
    
The Legislature finds: 
(a) That the preservation of a maximum amount of the limited supply of 
agricultural land is necessary to the conservation of the state’s economic resources, 
and is necessary not only to the maintenance of the agricultural economy of the 
state, but also for the assurance of adequate, healthful and nutritious food for 
future residents of this state and nation." 
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Rural Recreation requires approval of a Minor Use Permit on Williamson Act contracted land.   
 

"The planning department shall consult with the agricultural commissioner when making determinations 

under this section. 

"A.     Compatible Uses Only. Sections 51238 et seq., of the Act require that the county limit the uses of 

land allowed on contracted lands to those that are compatible with continuing agricultural operations. 

After the execution of a contract, no land use shall be established on property subject to a contract 

except for the uses shown in Table 2. Compliance with the land use permit requirements and 

development standards of this Chapter 17 is also required. Definitions of each of the land uses in Table 2 

may be found in Article 17.04 of this chapter.  

 For convenience, Table 2 shows the land use permit required by this chapter for each compatible use in 

the applicable zone district. However, in the event of any conflict between Table 2 and the requirements 

of the other provisions of Chapter 17, the other provisions shall control. 

"B.      Specific Compatibility Provisions. An approved contract shall contain the information in 

subsection (A), and any tailored provisions that limit the compatible uses allowed under any specific 

contract. The specific compatible uses authorized under a contract shall be based on the type of 

agricultural operation that qualifies the site for the contract, and the type of agricultural operations on 

surrounding properties, that may be affected by the establishment of compatible uses on the subject 

site. The specific compatible uses authorized under a contract shall also consider the principles of 

compatibility provided by Section 51238 et seq., of the Act. 

 

Placer County Code 17.64.090.  

 
Recreational uses must be on land “in its agricultural or natural state” which clearly does not include 
bike riding or equestrian use.  Trails for other than agriclutural use or other facilities for public 
participation are questionable.  Muni Code 17.64.090: 
 
“Recreational use” means the use of land in its agricultural or natural state by the public, with or 
without charge, for walking, hiking, picnicking, camping, swimming, boating, fishing, hunting, or other 
outdoor games or sports for which facilities are provided for public participation. Any ancillary 
structures necessary for a recreational use shall comply with Section 51238.1 of the Act and this article." 
 
The couple minutes spent discussing agricultural “consistency" at the Parks Commission meeting shows 
inadequate attention to Williamson Act compatibility requirements, and does not reflect application of 
essential knowledge of agriculture by the county or land trusts. 
 
It was stated with certainty at the hearing that Land Trust lands and projects have nothing to do with 
county efforts.  This is incorrect for many if not all conservation easements that require notice to 
counties and county consent before they can become effective.  
 
Placer County has a problematic record when it comes to enforcing established Williamson Act contracts 
and TPZ rezoning requests that are required to take 9‐10 years to end. 
 
The question of what is compatible with agricultural lands needs to start over with the various 
mandated requirements. 
 
Do inform us about when this project has been on a Placer County Agricultural Commission agenda, and 
if it has, inform us of the date or dates.  This needs to happen if it hasn't been an Agricultural 
Commission agenda numbered item. 
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Mike Garabedian 
Co‐founder 
Placer County Tomorrow 
Lincoln 
916‐719‐7296 
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Sue Colbert

From: tara gee <taralgee@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 11:16 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls expansion

As an avid trail rider and hiker as well as member of Loomis Basin Horsemen’s Association, I would love to see the 
approval of the Hidden Falls expansion (reduced plan).  
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Tara L Gee 
Loomis  
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Sue Colbert

From: Christine Haas <christinehaas26@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 7:19 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] County Planning Commission     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk

Dear Sue, 
 
I would love to express my support of the expansion of the Hidden Falls trails. I’m fairly new to the 
area, but have been an avid horsewoman for many years. This expansion opens up miles of new 
territories to explore and for us to enjoy and treasure.  This preservation of nature brings value to the 
region and reinforces Auburn’s place as the “Endurance Capital of the World.” 
 
~ Christine  
Sent from my iPhone 
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Sue Colbert

From: Helen Harvey <helentharvey@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 10:58 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
       Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
 
I’m a hiker, backpacker, and equestrian.  I love the expansion plan for Hidden Falls.  It expands the 
miles of trails and parking available for all users.  Open space and trails are a precious resource that 
need to be preserved and expanded for future generations. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Helen Harvey 
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Sue Colbert

From: Erika Hazen <eahazen@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 6:07 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] County Planning Commission     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk

I DO NOT support the Hidden Falls expansion. I am very concerned about fire danger. I am a Placer 
County landowner since 1964. Opening this backcountry to the public is NOT a good idea!  Please 
register my disapproval with the planning commission.  
Erika Hazen 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Sue Colbert

From: Maureen Henderson <mmhenderson@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:35 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] SUPPORT FOR HIDDEN FALLS EXPANSION

I am a 30+ year resident of Newcastle.  I am an active equestrian and visit Hidden Falls about once a week.  The Reduced 
Plan more than addresses the neighbors’ concerns.  I look forward to your approval of the Reduced Plan. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Maureen Henderson 
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Sue Colbert

From: Jim Herbert <jimandkandi@mycci.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 10:15 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion

We have resided in Placer County since 1986.  We started riding at Hidden Falls when it was a cattle ranch.  We were 
thrilled when the land trust acquired it because we knew that eventually the public would be able to access this 
wonderful asset to Placer County.  We support the total expansion of the trails and most importantly the staging areas 
to make access easier and take the pressure off of Mears Road.  This expansion needs to proceed and it does so with the 
blessing of most long term residents of Placer County like ourselves and our neighbors.   
 
Jim Herbert & Kandi Kost‐Herbert 
9211 Billy Mitchell Blvd. 
Roseville, CA 95747 
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Sue Colbert

From: Kim Hitchcock <justkim511@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 8:26 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion

As a resident of Placer County, an equestrian and hiking enthusiast  I am in full support of the Hidden 
Falls Reduced Plan Expansion.  Thank you! 
Kim Hitchcock  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Sue Colbert

From: Ron Holback <ron@toucanmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 6:39 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

 

   Placer County Planning Commission 
  Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk  
  RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 

 

I'd like to let you know that I am adamantly opposed to the Hidden Falls expansion plan.  

This is the wrong project for this location and should not be approved.  

One reason for not allowing this to go forward is the increased fire danger it presents to this part of the county, an 
undeniable reality that must be taken into account. During this time of climate change and devastating wildfires 
ravaging our state it is our responsibility  to do what we can to mitigate and eliminate potential threats to our lives and 
homes. This is not the time or place to be playing with fire!  

Another reason it is unwise to go forward with this is because of the traffic it will create on narrow roads that were 
neither designed or built to handle the increased flow of cars and trailers. The roads in this area are at peak flow already 
and an objective traffic study will show this project will overwhelm roads that have not been widened or improved in 
over 50 years. A reasonable person can look at what has happened regarding the number of people in attendance at our 
local state parks the past few months and realize the same will happen at Hidden Falls; a potentially mile long traffic jam 
and all the unwelcome things that accompany it such as litter, road rage incidents, and cigarette embers thrown out the 
windows. 

A third thing to keep in mind is that just as we've seen at our state parks the majority of users will be from out of town, 
and though Auburn is a kind and welcoming community, the area where Hidden Falls is located is not able to handle this 
influx of visitors. If this project goes forward it will not be a regional park for local residents but rather a destination for 
out of county residents to utilize at our cost. For this reason this is not a wise way to spend local taxpayer dollars.  

This has been a controversial issue from it's inception and because of backing by parties who are not landowners or 
stakeholders in North Auburn we are seeing a project forced upon us that will diminish our quality of life. Placer County 
is huge and there are many other appropriate places for this type of development. I have read, but not been able to 
verify, that 99% of the 500,000 residents of Placer County feel this is not a good use of taxpayer funds or property. I urge 
you to do what's best for those who are truly vested in this area of Placer County. 

 

Respectfully,  

Ron Holback 
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North Auburn property owner and resident 
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Sue Colbert

From: Michelle Hurney <fmhurney@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 8:45 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] County Planning Commission Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk"

"I support Hidden Falls Expansion and support the reduced plan and encourage your approval. 500,000 residents of 
Placer County will thank you."   The trails provide lots of riding area for horses, one of the main reasons I moved here. 
Michelle Hurney                          
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Sue Colbert

From: Kristina Jarvis <kristinajansen@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:41 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for HIdden Falls Expansion

Good morning, 
 
I would like to express my support for the proposed hidden falls expansion.  I live in Sacramento County and frequently 
travel to and spend money in Placer County due to the extensive recreational activities.  I am an equestrian and I hike, so 
developing additional trails is high on my list of priorities.  I encourage you to support the expansion as well. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kristina Jarvis 
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Sue Colbert

From: Debbie Johnson <djohn0755@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:58 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Project Comment

Dear Sir; 
 
My family are active horseback riders of the Hidden Falls trails. We support the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan 
and encourage your approval. 99% of the 500,000 residents of Placer County will appreciate the open space and 
additional trails for our future. The reduced plan more than addresses the neighbors needs. 
 
Thank you, 
Debbie Johnson 
Lincoln, CA 
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Sue Colbert

From: joyce39@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 8:18 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] "To: County Planning Commission Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk"

"I support Hidden Falls Expansion and support the reduced plan and encourage your approval.  Placer 
County will thank you." I use the trails frequently and so do so many of my friends. We  are all home 
owners and long term residents. I have lived and worked over 35 years in this county. 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Sue Colbert

From: Nikki Julian-Vasquez <ride.nikki.ride@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 8:47 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] : County Planning Commission     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk

As an avid outdoor enthusiast, I fully support the proposed (even modified) expansion of the 
wonderful Hidden Falls trails.  I have ridden horses on nature trails for over 50+  years and still marvel at 
the extreme gifts they provide and hope that generations to come will have the same open-space 
and nature experiences that we have been fortunate enough to enjoy. With a feverish renewed 
(Covid influence) interest in getting outdoor exercise and the high demand to experience nature on 
safe and well-planned trails, the expansion of the spectacular Hidden Falls is essential for our growing 
population and for those of us who have enjoyed trails for decades. We see a huge increase in 
usage. Our safety and sanity depends on EXPANSION! Existing trails are simply getting too crowded 
and the need for expansion has never been more essential.   
Thank you for your kind consideration,  
Nicola Julian-Vasquez 
Nevada City, Ca.  
831-252-3456 
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Sue Colbert

From: L Kataoka <le_kataoka@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 4:40 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
    Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
 
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
  
We are active hikers and horseback riders of the Hidden Falls trails. We support the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced 
Plan and encourage your approval. 99% of the 500,000 residents of Placer County will appreciate the open space and 
additional trails for our future. We believe that the reduced plan more than addresses the neighbors needs and should be 
approved. In addition, there are many users outside of Placer County, such as myself, who will also use and appreciate 
the additional trails in this plan.  
  
Thank you, 
  
Lucy Kataoka and family 
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 2:09 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Karen Keene

Email Address (Optional)  karenkeene512@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project  

Comments  Planning Commissioners: 
 
I support the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
for the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project, as 
well as the Conditional Use Permit Modification for the 
“Reduced Project”. I believe that the Reduced Project, as 
proposed, will be an asset to our county by providing residents 
and visitors with the opportunity to enjoy nature and open 
space in such a beautiful place. I applaud the County for 
addressing and mitigating many of the community’s concerns. 
 
Karen Keene, Resident of Loomis

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: Donna Kelly <donnak1950@att.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 12:29 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] SUPPORT FOR HIDDEN FALLS EXPANSION

 I support Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan and I strongly encourage your approval. 
 
Avid horseback rider, 
Donna Kelly 
3835 Leak Lane 
Loomis, CA 
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Sue Colbert

From: Elaine Loza <gandeloza@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:46 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Hidden Falls expansion

Hello, 
 
As a resident of Placer County, we are in full support for the reduced plan for Hidden Falls expansion. We strongly 
encourage your approval. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Elaine and Gary Loza  
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Sue Colbert

From: Sherry Mack <sherry.mack@me.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 7:32 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] "To: County Planning Commission     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk"

I support Hidden Falls Expansion and support the reduced plan.  Please approve this plan, not only 
for the enjoyment for generations to come, but also to preserve more places so the community can 
learn to = become stewards for our public lands. 
 

Thank you for making our community amazing! 
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Sue Colbert

From: sugarpine1996@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 7:10 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] County Planning Commission     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk"

Dear Placer County Planner, 
 
Hidden Falls is a wonderful addition to Placer County and surrounding areas.  It is a gem.  I know it 
attracts people to the area as I have heard people say they want to move to Auburn because it has 
such awesome trails. An expansion just makes sense for all of the residents of Placer County. 
 
Thank you, 
Helen McDermott 
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Sue Colbert

From: Mary McMillan <mary.compass@me.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 7:17 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] County Planning Commission; Attention:  Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk

Dear Ms. Colbert, 
 
Please record that I support the  Hidden Falls Expansion and the reduced plan.  I highly encourage 
your approval. There are thousands of us who will thank the County Planning Commission for its 
preservation of this beautiful outdoor treasure.  
                                        
 
Thanks, 
Mary I McMillan 
202 441-1816 
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Sue Colbert

From: Jaede Miloslavich <jaede@sbbmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 6:26 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Planning Commission letter for Hidden Falls

TO:     Placer County Planning Commission 
ATTN:   Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk  
RE:     Hidden Falls Expansion Plan  
 
I fully support Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan and encourage the Planning Commission's 
approval.  
 
99% of the 500,000 residents of Placer County agree with me. Please, approve this reduced plan that 
provides relief for the neighbors and enjoyment for everyone else. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jaede Miloslavich and Gregory Parsons family Hikers and horseback riders of the Hidden Falls trails 
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Sue Colbert

From: Howie&Connie Muir <hcmuir@mindspring.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 8:33 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion

To: County Planning Commission 
     Attention: Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
 
I take a moment to write in order to support the Hidden Falls Expansion and support of the reduced plan that 
discussions have achieved. I urge your approval of them both.  
 
Conservation of nature’s open space, preserved for outdoor activities, offers a gift and opportunity that lasts far beyond 
the debates that have brought the Commission this far. Natural space remains under increasing pressure, and future 
generations will be grateful for the legacy of your decision to support this expansion and reduced plan. And so will I. 
 
Although I live outside the County, I have made use of the park, and both my horse and I have appreciated its expanse 
and amenities – thank  you! – and hope to look forward to exploring its expanded boundaries. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Howie Muir 
10140 Stable Lane 
Nevada City, CA  95959 
 
(530) 478‐9004 
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Sue Colbert

From: NANCY MYERS <myers_nancy@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 9:55 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] HIdden Falls Expansion

To: County Planning Commission 
    Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
 
 
I support Hidden Falls Expansion and support the reduced plan and encourage your approval. 500,000 
residents of Placer County will thank you.         
 
Nancy  Myers 
Member Gold County Trails Council 
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Sue Colbert

From: toni owenacctng.com <toni@owenacctng.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 3:18 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

Importance: High

Dear Sue, 
 
Although we’re just across the county line in Nevada County, Hidden Falls is one of our favorite parks to ride.  
We support the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan and encourage your approval.  If nothing else, 2020 has 
proven open space is tremendously needed for our health and sanity.  I understand the reduced plan more 
than addresses the neighbors needs. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Toni 
 
Toni Owen 
 
Owen Accounting Services 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
15465 MacDonald Road, Grass Valley, CA  95949 
89 Sheehy Court, Napa, CA   94558 
(707) 888-3212 (c)    
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Sue Colbert

From: Cindy <cindypeterson@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 3:12 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

  
TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
    Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk  
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
 
I ride my horse often and have friends and family who use this park and I ask you to support the 
Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan and encourage your approval. 99% of the 500,000 residents of 
Placer County will appreciate the open space and additional trails for our future. The reduced plan 
addresses the neighbors needs and the community wants more trail and park access. 
 
Thank you, 
Cindy Peterson 
Auburn, Ca 95602 
530-368-0158 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Sue Colbert

From: Joyce Radell <joyce39@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 8:26 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] To: County Planning Commission Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk"

"I support Hidden Falls Expansion and support the reduced plan and encourage your approval. 500,000 
residents of Placer County will thank you."  
As a long term home owner  who  raised her family here this project is very special.  My grand children are being raised 
here and we are very active in the community. Please move on with this project my friends and I love the present trails 
but they are now crowded. 
Thank You 
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Sue Colbert

From: Janis Rau <eclipse4784@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 9:48 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Ranch Expansion Plan

My family are active dog walkers and horseback riders of the Hidden Falls trails. We support the Hidden Falls 
Expansion Reduced Plan and encourage your approval.   My family and I will appreciate the open space and 
additional trails for our future. The reduced plan more than addresses the neighbors needs. 
Janis Rau 
Loomis Ca 
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Sue Colbert

From: Dinyah Rein <dinyahrein@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 6:58 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Hidden Falls Expansion

To:	County	Planning	Commission	
				Attention	Sue	Colbert,	Planning	Commission	Clerk	
	
I	support	Hidden	Falls	Expansion	and	support	the	reduced	plan	and	encourage	your	approval.	The	park	is	an	
invaluable	resource,	and	it’s	expansion	will	ensure	that	it	continues	to	serve	our	community	long	into	the	future.	
500,000	residents	of	Placer	County	will	thank	you.	 									 
 
Thank you, 
Dinyah Rein 
Auburn, CA 
Frequent Hidden Falls user 
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Sue Colbert

From: lawzer@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:36 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Cc: jaede@sbbmail.comff
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Hidden Falls Expansion

 
To Planning Department of Placer County,  We are residents of Placer county and appreciate the multi-use Hidden Falls 
Trails for dog walking, hiking and riding our horses.  We support the planned expansion and parking off Bell Rd, since 
Mears has only 12 equestrian spaces, and reservations required on weekends make it almost impossible to get a place 
there.  Thank you for preserving these open spaces for future public use and enjoyment.  Ann Rubenstein and Jonathan 
Zerin, 4011 Creekhaven Rd., Auburn, CA 95602 
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Sue Colbert

From: Sandy Ruggiero <sandy.ruggiero@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:42 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls

 Placer County Planning Commission 
     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
 
** WRITE A SENTENCE OR TWO, LIKE THIS: 
I love riding the Hidden Falls Trails. Often my family comes together to take a walk there also. We support the Hidden 
Falls Expansion Reduced Plan and encourage your approval. 99% of the 500,000 residents of Placer County will 
appreciate the open space and additional trails for our future. The reduced plan more than addresses the neighbors 
needs. 
 
Thank you,   
 
Sandy Ruggiero 
 

 

Ephesians 3:20 says, “God can do much, much more than anything we can ask or imagine” (NCV).  
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Sue Colbert

From: Jody Schnell <schnell.jody@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 1:45 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk  
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
 
I am an active equestrian trail rider.  I thoroughly enjoy the existing Hidden Falls trails and support the additional trails as 
defined in the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan.  I encourage your approval. It is my firm belief that 99% of the 
500,000 residents of Placer County will appreciate the open space and additional trails. I certainly look forward to 
enjoying them with my children and grandchildren in the future. This reduced plan more than addresses the neighbors 
needs. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jody L. Schnell 
Foresthill Resident 
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Sue Colbert

From: Tod S <todsnook@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 1:36 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion comment

Placer County Planning Commission 
     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
 
My wife and I are active hikers and horseback riders of the Hidden Falls trails. We support the Hidden Falls Expansion 
Reduced Plan and encourage the Planning Commission approval. All residents of Placer County and neighboring counties 
such as Nevada County will appreciate the additional trails far into the future. 
 
Thank you, 
Tod and Susan Snook 
 
members of Gold Country Trails Council 
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Sue Colbert

From: Spencer, Nicole <Nicole.Spencer@cbnorcal.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 9:42 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls

Good morning. 
 
 
I support approval of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and the 
county's plan to build the Reduced Project. Hidden Falls has been a wonderful addition to 
our community and its expansion will provide more trails for enjoyment by all.  Living near 
Auburn Valley I would love to have such easy access to trails as I currently have to drive 
20-30 minutes to access any trail system.   
 
 
Hidden Falls has also been a big talking point when I am working with buyers and 
educating them on what Auburn has to offer.  Our outdoor activities are a huge reason 
why people want to move here.  It is a lifestyle.  Other communities provide bike and 
walking paths through greenbelts and town....this is not something we have - but we have 
trails through nature and the more, the better. 
 
 
Thank you. 
 
 

 

 Nicole Spencer  
 o. 530‐886‐5720    |   m. 650‐537‐1245  
 BRE # 02008447 **Masters Club**  
 www.NicoleSpencerHomes.com  

 
 Like: Facebook  

   
 
Placer County Association of Realtors Masters Club Member 
2016-2019 International President’s Circle Team – top 5% small teams nationwide and top 2% Northern 
California (out of 4500 agents) 
2019 Real Trends America’s Best Real Estate Teams – top 1% real estate professionals nationwide 

*Wire Fraud is Real*.  Before wiring any money, call the intended recipient at a number you know is valid to 
confirm the instructions. Additionally, please note that the sender does not have authority to bind a party to a 
real estate contract via written or verbal communication. 
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Sue Colbert

From: Shelly Stewart <shelly@ponderite.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 9:54 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

Dear Sue Colbert, 
 
Since I am unable to attend the meeting regarding the expansion plan for Hidden Falls, I wanted to send an email in full 
support of this project. 
 
I believe that the reduced plan is a good compromise for the local neighbors, while ensuring open space for decades to 
come.  My family has enjoyed this area for many different types of recreation; Horseback riding, mountain biking, 
running and hiking.  The proximity is such that is it easy to get to and within minutes you can feel like you are ‘out there’.
 
Please know there is so much support for this project to go through.  Finding  open spaces is becoming so difficult, 
especially for equestrian users!   
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Shelly Stewart 
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Sue Colbert

From: Timothy J Strazzo <tjstrazzo@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 9:37 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Trail Expansion

I support the Hidden Falls Trail Expansion project. I live in Shadow Rock Estates in Auburn. I have 
been an avid mountain biker for 30 years. Hidden Falls has been one of my main destinations for the 
last 4 years. Hidden Falls is a great asset to Placer county and the expansion project will make it 
even better.  
PLEASE APPROVE THE HIDDEN FALLS EXPANSION PROJECT.   
 

THANK YOU,  
TiM Strazzo  
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Sue Colbert

From: Laurie Sweeney <lauriemsweeney@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 6:55 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Support - County Planning Commission

Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
 
My husband and I are avid supporters of the Hidden Falls Expansion in its reduced form.  (or 
nonreduced)   We daily see how important the outdoors and trails are, especially in the middle of this 
pandemic.   Open space is precious and badly needed as we see increasing usage of people trying to 
recreate and exercise outdoors.    
 
I am also an equestrian, and we are seeing areas available to equestrians shrink as we are out-
parked and crowded out by other trail enthusiasts. 
 
As a child I watched my neighborhood get paved over in Southern California.   I rode my horse along 
a 4 lane highway.    
 
Please don't let this happen to Placer County.   Please preserve the open space that we have, and 
provide trails and outdoor recreation for all. 
 
Please approve the Hidden Fall Expansion.   
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Laurie Sweeney 
Michael Peckham 
Meadow Vista Residents 
916-955-0184 
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Sue Colbert

From: Janice Thurston <jlthurston11@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2020 7:04 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
Hello! 
I am a resident of Placer County, and I encourage your approval of the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan.  
My family and I use the Hidden Falls trails. We appreciate the open space and additional trails for our future. The 
reduced plan more 
than addresses the neighbors' concerns. 

Thank you, 
Janice Thurston 
4121 Grice Ct. 
Roseville, CA 95747 
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Sue Colbert

From: Cheryl Tiburzi <tiburzi@ncbb.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:18 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please APPROVE Expansion Hidden Falls

These new trails and parking will benefit the entire community. Please approve! 
Cheryl Tiburzi 
9696 Junewood Lane Loomis 
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 4:29 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  J.P. Tindell

Email Address (Optional)  tindelljp@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion Project 

Comments  I am writing in support of approval of this project, including 
approval of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report and the county's plan to build the Reduced Project. I am 
an active supporter of the Placer Land Trust, and was a lifetime 
parks and recreation planning professional who knows the 
invaluable contribution to a community's health of a large, 
connected trail and park system. Please vote in support of this 
project moving forward, thank you.

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: Cindy Twyman <cindytwymanre@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 3:15 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] County Planning Commission- Attn Sue Colbert

Dear Sue, 
Im writing to you to let you know that I support the Hidden Falls expansion and the reduced plan, AND I 
encourage your approval!!  
I'm in El Dorado county, and frequent Hidden Falls. I feel these areas are vital to our community and thank 
you for your support!! 
Sincerely, 
Cindy Twyman 
Cindy Twyman 

DRE 01235793 

Premier Foothill Properties 

Direct 530-320-8547 

CindyTwymanRE@gmail.com 

To help protect you r 
privacy, Micro so ft Office 
prevented au tomatic  
download of this pictu re 
from the Internet.
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 1:22 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Richard Ulmer

Email Address (Optional)  rulmermtb@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls expansion

Comments  I really enjoy spending time riding my bike on the Hidden Falls 
trails. It's a great place to get out in nature and get away from it 
all. 
- I support approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
of the Full Project 
- I support the county's plan to build the Reduced Project Plan.

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: amy umpleby <amyump@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 9:45 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support Hidden Falls Expansion

To: Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk, Placer County Planning Commission 
 
Dear Ms. Colbert, 
Please note my support for the Hidden Falls Expansion and the reduced plan. I encourage the Commission's approval. The 
benefits of this project to the residents of Placer County are immeasurable.  
 
Thank you  
Amy Umpleby  
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Sue Colbert

From: Laurie Valentine <lauriev@pacbell.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 11:57 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Hidden Falls Expansion

Please, I encourage the expansion of the trails.  Our young people who are equestrians are out in the fresh air, learning 
responsibilities and keeping out of all kinds of trouble.  Let's give all of us, young and old, wonderful places to 
ride.  Equestrians are excellent stewards of the land, please allow us more access. 
 
Regards,  Laurie Valentine 
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Sue Colbert

From: William Van Roo <vanroolaw@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 8:56 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 
     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
RE: Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
 
My wife and I are active  horseback riders of the Hidden Falls trails. We ride as members of the 
Folsom Lake Trail Patrol and as Patrol Riders in the National Forest and on park trails throughout 
Nevada and Placer Counties.   
 
We support the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan and encourage your approval. 99% of the 
500,000 residents of Placer County will appreciate the open space and additional trails for our future. 
The reduced plan more than addresses the neighbors needs. 
 
Thank you, 
 
‐‐  
Please take good care during these challenging times. 
 

Yours truly, 
 
WILLIAM A. VAN ROO 
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Sue Colbert

From: Lisa Carnahan
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 7:49 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] RE: Planning Commission Meeting 09/24/20 - HFRP Trails Expansion 

ProjectContinuance

From: Brian Vizzusi <bvizzusi@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 1:32 PM 
To: Samantha Ledbetter <SLedbetter@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Planning Commission Meeting 09/24/20 ‐ HFRP Trails Expansion ProjectContinuance 
 
Hello Samantha, 
 
I fully support the HFRP trail expansion project.  I know that many of my neighbors in Auburn Valley are against this.  I 
want to make sure that my voice and or “vote” is heard and seen but am still working full time and would not be able to 
attend the meeting.   
 
Brian  
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 

From: Samantha Ledbetter 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 12:39 PM 
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting 09/24/20 ‐ HFRP Trails Expansion ProjectContinuance 
 
Good Afternoon, 
  
In order to ensure that the public has ample time to review the staff‐recommended Reduced Project for the Hidden Falls 
Regional Park Trails Expansion Project, the Parks Division will be requesting a continuance of the item at the September 
24, 2020 Planning Commission hearing.  The request will be to continue the item to the October 22, 2020 hearing date 
at 5:00 PM.  Parks Staff will not be providing a presentation of the proposed Project at the September 24th hearing.  
  
Thanks, 
  
Samantha Ledbetter 
Parks Secretary 
(530) 886‐4901 |Fax: (530) 745‐7544 | parks@placer.ca.gov 
  

 
  
 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or 
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taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in 
Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in; 
Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 
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Sue Colbert

From: PJ Warmack <cows2horses@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 4:34 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

TO:  Placer County Planning Commission 
         Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk  

RE:   Hidden Falls Expansion Plan 
 
Dear Sue Colbert, 
 
I am an avid horseback rider of the Hidden Falls Regional Park.  I actually live north of 
Marysville, in Yuba County, but so enjoy the people, nature and trails of Hidden Falls, I am 
willing to make that drive (with a 3-horse gooseneck horse trailer in tow!) many times a 
year. I am happy to pay the parking fee to reserve a spot to continue support of the park.   
 

I wholeheartedly support the Hidden Falls Expansion Reduced Plan and encourage your 
approval.  Along with Placer County residents, folks in other counties, like myself, 
appreciate the opportunity to enjoy even more open space and additional trails.  I believe 
the reduced plan more than addresses the needs of the park's adjoining neighbors. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Pamela Warmack 
10137 Oroville Highway 
Marysville, CA 95901 
cows2horses@gmail.com 
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Sue Colbert

From: Shelley Weisickle <shelley@weisickle.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 8:14 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] HIDDEN FALLS EXPANSION

To: County Planning Commission 
     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 
 
I would like to let you know that I support the Hidden Falls Expansion with the reduced plan and 
highly encourage your approval! 
 
This would be a great service to many, many residents of Placer County. 
 
Please consider voting YES!  We all will thank you! 
 
Regards, 
 
Shelley & Bob Weisickle 
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Sue Colbert

From: Lisa Carnahan
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 7:50 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Meeting 09/24/20 - HFRP Trails Expansion Project Continuance

From: Judith Whitman <judie@jwhitman.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 12:44 PM 
To: Samantha Ledbetter <SLedbetter@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Mike Krug <mkrugavpoa@gmail.com>; Jan Tarantino <jan.tarantino339@gmail.com>; Bradley & Carolyn Clair 
<carolyn.clair@yahoo.com>; Sandi Howarth <sandihowarth@sbcglobal.net> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Planning Commission Meeting 09/24/20 ‐ HFRP Trails Expansion Project Continuance 
 
Thank you for your message.  Are there any plans for the revised project to be presented as a stand alone document.  In 
other words, without the confusing language of the prior project, etc. ?  I believe that would be very helpful in the 
review of it so that the community knows precisely what is on the table. 
 
Thank you, Judith Whitman 
 
 
 

From: Samantha Ledbetter <SLedbetter@placer.ca.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 12:35 PM 
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting 09/24/20 ‐ HFRP Trails Expansion Project Continuance 
 
Good Afternoon, 
  
In order to ensure that the public has ample time to review the staff‐recommended Reduced Project for the Hidden Falls 
Regional Park Trails Expansion Project, the Parks Division will be requesting a continuance of the item at the September 
24, 2020 Planning Commission hearing.  The request will be to continue the item to the October 22, 2020 hearing date 
at 5:00 PM.  Parks Staff will not be providing a presentation of the proposed Project at the September 24th hearing.  
  
Thanks, 
  
Samantha Ledbetter 
Parks Secretary 
(530) 886‐4901 |Fax: (530) 745‐7544 | parks@placer.ca.gov 
  

 
  
 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or 
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
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This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in 
Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in; 
Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 
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Sue Colbert

From: Adam Wilhite <adamwilhite@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:16 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Plan Comment

We believe this expansion will bring the greater good to the vast majority of residents. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Adam Wilhite  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Sue Colbert

From: jeanine wolf <jwolf56@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 7:15 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion

To Placer County Planning Commission 
     Attention Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk 

I live off Joeger Rd just a few miles from the proposed expansion, and I am writing to show my support 
for the Hidden Falls Expansion (the reduced plan). I encourage your approval of this very important 
project. There are so many Placer County residents (not to mention those residing in other counties) 
that would benefit from having access to less crowded trails and experience the wonderful beauty  
that nature offers. 

Unfortunately I will be out of town on the 22nd and unable to show my support in person during the 
Public Hearing before the Placer County Planning Commission. But please know that I support this 
project 100% and hope the Planning Commission will do the same. 

Thank you! 
Jeanine Wolf 
9815 Heidi Way 
Auburn CA 95602 
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Sue Colbert

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project

-----Original Message----- 
From: Jane Bailey <janebailey77@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:47 AM 
To: Placer County Planning <Planning@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project 
 
 
Sir:  we are OPPOSED to expansion  
 
Ronald and Jane Bailey  
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 9:05 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Richard Burger

Email Address (Optional)  rh.burger@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Trails Expansion

Comments  My family lives in Placer county and we very much enjoy the 
Hidden Falls park. Currently access so just too limited to only a 
few users on weekends. We hope the expansion leads to more 
room in the park so we can go more often on the weekends. 
We support approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
of the Full Project, and we support the county's plan to build the 
Reduced Project Plan. 
Wish I could afford to buy a home near the park, property 
values are sure to increase in the area!! 
 
Rich Burger 
916 390-7611

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:15 AM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Kristy Stokes Corah

Email Address (Optional)  kristy.corah@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Expansion project

Comments  I want to express my support of the HF expansion project. I am 
a nutritional therapy practitioner and very concerned about the 
state of health in the USA. 70% of Americans die of chronic 
disease which is highly preventable via lifestyle choices such 
as eating a whole food diet instead of a processed food diet as 
well as incorporating exercise into one's life. Communing in 
nature is important to the mind/body connection and not the 
same as a gym workout. When communities have the 
opportunity to expand land and make it usable to cyclists, 
walkers and hikers and horses it's important to do so.  

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
  

 

345



1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 7:42 AM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Larry Feldhaus

Email Address (Optional)  feldhaus1@mindspring.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Trail Expansion Project

Comments  I had a fun ride this week at Hidden Falls and for the first time 
paid attention to the map and where the park boundaries are. It 
is amazing how the trails make the most of the available land 
right up to the fence line. For the first time I saw water running 
through the canal on the Morning Dove loop and stopped on 
River Otter to see where it would connect to the easement 
leading to East expansion. There was a big green horse poop 
that was minutes old and it stunk to high heaven on Seven 
Pools. The two ladies on horseback encountered nearby must 
be used to it. The horse feed seems to be a variable for both 
color and smell. That concerns me, but I support the approval 
of the impact on the environment report for the expansion. I 
also support the reduced project. Oh yeah, thanks for the 
recent trail work on the Pheasant trail. We just need some rain 
to knock down the dust. Ride on and keep up the fire 
suppression. . . 

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 9:14 AM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Matt Freeman

Email Address (Optional)  Field not completed.

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden falls trail expansion project

Comments  As a 35 year resident of the region, specifically the Roseville 
area, and as a mountain biker, I recognize the need for more 
public recreational open space. I recognize the increasing 
crowds of people all looking for some bit of wilderness for an 
escape. Some residents neighboring Hidden Falls are fortunate 
enough to own some of this space and want to prevent 
"outsiders" from sharing what they enjoy. We need to share 
public lands with the public, and preserve these open spaces. 
The limited plan approved by the Planning Commission 
represents a good compromise. Please approve the expansion 
so that we have more local trails than just the Auburn State 
Recreation Area. I remember what Hidden Falls was like before 
the fee reservation was implemented. I saw how the County 
corrected well the parking mess at Mears. I think the County 
has learned how to be a better neighbor to control visitors 
coming to the park. The County will be adept at seeing such 
good stewardship into an expanded Hidden Falls. I would 
prefer to see the full build out, not just the limited plan 

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 8:59 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Roland Jackson

Email Address (Optional)  roldog27@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Say yes to Hidden Falls Expansion

Comments  As 9 year resident of Rocklin, and total 20 year resident of the 
Sacramento Region, and as a mountain biker, I recognize the 
need for more public recreational open space. I recognize the 
increasing crowds of people all looking for some bit of 
wilderness for an escape. Some residents neighboring Hidden 
Falls are fortunate enough to own some of this space and want 
to prevent "outsiders" from sharing what they enjoy. We need 
to share public lands with the public, and preserve these open 
spaces. The limited plan approved by the Planning 
Commission represents a good compromise. Please approve 
the expansion so that we have more local trails than just the 
Auburn State Recreation Area. I remember what Hidden Falls 
was like before the fee reservation was implemented. I saw 
how the County corrected well the parking mess at Mears. I 
think the County has learned how to be a better neighbor to 
control visitors coming to the park. The County will be adept at 
seeing such good stewardship into an expanded Hidden Falls. I 
would prefer to see the full build out, not just the limited plan 

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 7:24 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Larry Matz

Email Address (Optional)  lmatz1@yahoo.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls expansion project

Comments  This necessary expansion of healthy recreational facilities in 
the Auburn area has endured extensive and apparently 
continuing delays based on opposition from a very small 
minority of Auburn area residents. Despite a comprehensive 
and professional environmental review that showed the lack of 
factual basis for the objections raised , the Board has now 
reduced the scope of the expansion to the detriment of the 
larger Auburn community. More frustrating is the continual 
delays to allow a repeat of the numerous disproven claims of 
opponents.  
This expansion is a project that’s very much needed to 
encourage healthy non- motorized outdoor recreation. The 
current single entrance is insufficient to meet community 
needs.  
I strongly encourage the Boards timely approval of the 
proposed expansion

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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September 22, 2020 
 
County of Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
Planning Services Division 
 
Attention:  Mr. Steve Pedretti and Planning Commissioners 
                    Mr. Andy Fisher and Ms. Lisa Carnahan, Public Works Parks Division 
 
 
Re: Thursday, September 24, 2020 Public Hearing on Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project 
 
 
We are sending this information for review and consideration as we are unable to attend the meeting 
due to a family member who is going in for surgery.  This is something we regret and ask for your 
understanding.   
 
 
Please note the following comments on the items being considered for recommendation for approval to 
the Board of Supervisors. 
 
 

1.  To Modify the Hidden Falls Regional Park (HFRP) Conditional Use Permit (CUP) as delineated in 
the notice.  There are sixty‐three (63) parcel numbers listed without any description that are 
reported to make up approximately 2,765 acres (70% larger than HFRP).  The total acreage is 
without any description and reported to be a mix of zonings which are not defined.  It is noted 
the HFRP boundary area is zoned “mostly as OS (Open Space),”.  A description follows reporting 
the HFRP parcel at Mears Place stating the existing parking area zoning and the project area 
location follows by identifying the boundaries.  We find the report does not include the 
information to answer pertinent questions. 

 
The Final SEIR is not helpful when referring to the report to try to understand the significance of 
the CUP and how it relates to the project.  Please allow us this space to question the materials 
we are reviewing.  Previous letters and comments we submitted included inquiries as to the 
appropriateness of combining the HFRP final reports and permits with the HFRP Trails Expansion 
Project.  The current project being considered in every way is distinctly different in most areas 
studied.  The most blatant of the differences are the size of the acreage; the roadways 
negatively impacted and reported as significant but unavoidable in the final SEIR; the extent of 
the hydrology section involving the watershed, streams and ponds; the wildfire hazard; among 
others.   The final report of the expansion project (Final SEIR) is incomplete due to the fact that 
it refers back to the draft EIR as well as the HFRP 2010 reports and approvals.  Our initial 
objections to the combining and overlaps have been realized.  We relate back to the objections 
as it definitely is creating an imbalance in the resources available to the people to adequately 
respond to the issues.   
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We understand the need to proceed with the next steps in any process and appreciate your 
expertise on these subjects.  We submit the need to recommend that the people on the current 
list of interested and active participants are provided with detailed information necessary to 
understand and apply to the decisions and responses regarding the Final SEIR and the CUP 
connection, application and approval process.  Evidently, the CUP is a necessary part of finalizing 
the approval process and when the people impacted are not informed it is not possible to 
adequately address the actions involved.  We look forward to moving forward with the next 
steps of the project with the additional information provided. 
 
 
 
 
 
September 2220, 2020   Piette – Page 2 
 
 

2. To make a recommendation on the certification of the Project Final Subsequent Environmental 
Impact  Report  (SEIR)  as well  as  Findings of  Fact,  Statement of Overriding Considerations,  and 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan reported to be done by the listed agencies.  The Final 
SEIR has been distributed and is limited in the content as it refers back to the Draft SEIR for most 
of the sections considered.  It is also named a “subsequent” report since it is combined with the 
original HFRP reports and approvals.   Objections to this decision were voiced and not deemed 
acceptable.  We are now faced with the overlaps, consistently referring back to the HFRP reports 
and approvals as well as the Draft HFRP Trails Expansion Project in the Final HFRP SEIR.   
 
As  resident  property  owners  in  North  Auburn  we  continue  to  objectappeal  to  our  County 
regarding the proposed project to expand the park and trails referenced above.  At this time, we 
ask our Planning Commissioners to apply their expertise to the subjects within the Final SEIR that 
fail to justify approvals.  In our humble opinion, the following do not justify approval. 

 Item  1‐2  includes  explanations  referencing  Sections  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  stating 
justifications for making changes to the Final EIR as well as stating mitigation measures or 
project alternatives are infeasible as identified in the report.  These are allowed due to 
the fact that a project that has a certified EIR is recorded.  Is the HFRP EIR the certified  
recorded EIR referenced?  If so, we question the process. 

 Item 1‐4 Responses to Comments covers an extensive period of time during which we, 
personally, had not received any responses.  The posted letters and responses included 
in the Final SEIR were the first we saw any responses.   Our objections to not receiving 
responses as well as notifications have been expressed regularly.  This is unacceptable to 
those of us who have been actively engaged for more than two years and believe we are 
entitled to the rights and privileges of being informed. 

 Master Response 2 – Wildfire as found in the Draft EIR reports that the Findings of Fact 
from the 2010 EIR concludes “that the potential for fire to occur during or after project 
construction  was  deemed  less  than  significant  and  that  “the  potential  for  wildfire 
resulting from human or natural causes previously existed in the project area.”  This is a 
prime example of the problems found when a subsequent combined study is used.  The 
2010 EIR was completed and Phase 1 consisted of 220 acres and Phase 2 resulted in 1,200 
acres.   The Final SEIR we are studying currently covers 2,765 additional acres reaching 
into areas not all remotely connected to the HFRP.  This does not consider the increase in  
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Piette Page 3. 
 

 visitors to the expanded area that poses a significant danger.  Estimates of the number 
of people have been over 2,000 over a 3‐day weekend.  Within this item the intention to 
implement the “Vegetations, Fuels and Range Management Plan” which has been noted 
to be significantly flawed.  As the size of the project is increased this must be corrected. 

 Master Response 2‐Wildfire Evacuation Plan includes a Draft of a Map and an explanation 
regarding how the plan will be a work in progress.  The people who are threatened are 
left  without  any  plan.  Additional  efforts  to  educate  the  public  on  fire  prevention  are 
encouraging if it zeroes in on those visiting the park and trails since that is where the risk 
of fires start.    It  is reported that 95% of fires are started by people.   Our concerns are 
based on the documented history of plans and promises by the Parks department, since 
HFRP opened, that were made and not kept.  This haphazard approach is a concern. 

  Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking is an item being constantly changed.  
It  is  reported  in  the  Final  SEIR  that  the  Hidden  Falls  Expansion  Project  will  exceed 
thresholds  for  acceptable  vehicle  miles  travelled  and  that  it  is  a  significant  but 
unavoidable  impact.  Since  this  is  an  item  that  needs  knowledgeable  and  current 
researchers, many of the North Auburn residents supported a study and it is important to 
note the significant results including the Bell Road access at the Twilight Ride Area.  The 
final report refers to the “commenter” when including the information from the study.  
Also it is reported that the roads served by the CHP will be at the same level of coverage.  
This  in spite of  the  increases expected from this project along with added vehicles  for 
Winery  and  Farm Breweries.    It  is  unfortunate  that  there  is  not  a  projected  figure  of 
visitors to the expanded trails as the objection to opening up the trails continues to be a 
primary  reason  for not approving  the project.    The estimates  the  local  residents have 
projected include the Twilight Ride access showing 600 vehicle trips on a single Saturday 
not counting those arriving on foot, by bicycle or horses.  There are groups that plan to 
meet at a designated point and then walk or ride into the access location.  The final report 
reviews problems at the HFRP site and steps taken to resolve the issues, however, the 
people in the community continue to have problems and have had minimal recognition 
or resolution by the County.   

  Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility poses a major concern for the people in the 
community  impacted  by  the  influx  of  visitors  (and  others).    Recent mailings  from  the 
Sheriff’s association are a concern if the State and local budgets are not adequate.  Since 
the expansion of the park and trails will open up  land to visitors, tourists and perhaps 
homeless,  the  need  is  increased.    We  are  aware  of  the  problems  involving  crime, 
vandalism, trespassing, theft and litter  in the Mears/Mount Vernon communities.   The 
Twilight  Ride  access  property  has  become a  primary  location  since  the Auburn Valley 
Community Curtola Ranch access  is no  longer being considered.    That, along with  the 
addition of an agreement with a Hiking Club being added to those wanting access poses 
a concern.  Our property is a few hundred feet from where the access and parking lot and 
facilities will be constructed and we are against approval of the project. 

  Master  Response  5  –  Agriculture.     We  are  retired  seniors  and  as  explained  in  close 
proximity to Twilight Ride.  The Expansion project includes lands already under control 
for public access by the Placer Land Trust.  This arrangement has work well for all involved 
and has not been a concern for  the people  living  in the neighboring communities.   By 
indiscriminately opening up lands to the public it creates hazards including wildfires.  This 
alone is adequate reason for not approving the project. 
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  Master  Response  5  –  Adverse  Effect  and  Impact  Analysis.    Management  plans  are 
referred to  in this section and are not described.    It  is noted that the  increased public 
presence  and  potential  impacts  of  grazing  operations  are  of  particular  concern.    Our 
concerns  are  also  regarding  increases  in  the  public.    The  following  statement  are  on 
“Alteration  of  Land  Use”  and  it  is  stated,  “Several  residence  are  located  within 
approximately 40‐350 feet from the North property  line of Twlight Ride….”   Our home 
and property is one of those rural residences.  It continues regarding the “Potential for 
Conflict” and the zoning and use permits are introduced.  We are hoping your knowledge 
and experience in these areas will assist in determining the significance on our behalf.   If 
these procedures had been addressed or reported as we have been studying the County 
plans for more than two years now, we may be in a better position to understand why 
our previous objections were actually potential conflicts.  

 
 
 We  realize  you  cannot  advise  us,  however,  the  impact  of  the  actions  or  lack  thereof  or 
resolutions through mitigations may help to present our position by taking a stand against the 
approval of the project.  Any input is appreciated.   Other alternatives have not been explored. 
  
 We have presented our objections, our situation, our  requests  in good  faith and are now 
looking for ways to move forward to resolve our case.     Please add our information to the 
permanent file. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
James and Jean Piette     5395 Bell Road, Auburn, Ca 95602     530‐888‐1340 
 
 
Cc:  Placer County Board of Supervisors;   Mr. Todd Leopold 
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Sue Colbert

From: Christy Claes <christy.claes@Placerlandtrust.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 7:35 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public Comment for Hidden Falls RP Agenda Item for Planning Commission
Attachments: Placer Land Trust_ Letter to Planning Commission_HFRP_23SEPT2020_sgn.pdf

Good Morning Ms. Colbert,  
 
My name is Christy Claes and I am the Land and Recreation Manager for Placer Land Trust and I am submitting our 
public comment for today’s Planning Commission meeting regarding Agenda Item Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails 
Expansion Project / Conditional use Permit Modification (PLN18‐00187). Our letter of support from our Executive 
Director is attached.  
 
I am aware that this particular Agenda item has been left on the Agenda for today due to last minute changes but will be 
discussed in full by the Planning Commission at a later date but we wanted to get our written comment to you by this 
morning’s deadline.  
 
Thanks so much ~ 
 
Christy Lee Claes 
Land and Recreation Manager 
Placer Land Trust 
11641 Blocker Drive, Suite 220 
Auburn, CA 95603 
Office: (530) 887 – 9222  
Cell: (805) 550 – 7056 
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September 23, 2020 
 
Placer County Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 
via email to: scolbert@placer.ca.gov 
 
Re: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project / Conditional 
Use Permit Modification (PLN19-00187) 
 
 
Dear Placer County Planning Commission,  
 
Placer Land Trust supports the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails 
Expansion Project and the Conditional Use Permit Modification for 
the “Reduced Project”. 
 
For more than 15 years, Placer Land Trust (PLT) has been working with 
Placer County, the State of California, foundations, and willing 
landowners to acquire and protect more than 2,500 acres of open 
space preserves in the Big Hill area where the Trail Expansion Project 
will occur.  Since 2007, almost $15 million of public and private funds 
have been invested to date to acquire and permanently protect this 
land and make it available for public recreation.   
 
Placer Land Trust has already done the critical work of eliminating the 
potential of subdivision, residential development, and the associated 
traffic congestion these 2,500 acres would have seen, if these 
preserves were not acquired by PLT.  PLT has already protected these 
lands against the loss of agricultural use by including livestock grazing 
into its management of these preserves.  This protection of land, 
natural resources, and agricultural use has already benefitted this area 
tremendously, and the planned future public recreation on these 
preserves will provide additional public benefit. 
 
The Trail Expansion Project can be achieved through cooperation 
among PLT, PLT’s partners (including PLT’s grazing tenant), Placer 
County, and contract park rangers, and this can all be done in 
agreement with the intent of past conservation work, in conformance 
with the specific conservation restrictions on these preserves, and 
concurrent with continued agricultural use.  Despite incorrect 
assertions by some project opponents, PLT has used these preserves 
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for agricultural productivity since we acquired them in 2007, and we will continue to use these 
preserves for agricultural productivity in the future. 
 
Placer Land Trust supports the County’s proposed “Reduced Project” as a compromise between 
the project’s public benefits and the potential impacts and concerns raised by the community 
during public comment this summer.   
 
After PLT’s review of the Draft SEIR, PLT supported the project as presented, and PLT also 
supported Alternative 2 or 3 as other, less impactful, options.  Alternative 2 was the least 
impactful alternative because it reduced parking and other trailhead facilities at all access sites.  
In response to opposition by some of the project neighbors during public comment, the 
County’s proposed “Reduced Project” limits both the project benefits and the project impacts 
even further below the level of Alternative 2, yet retains a compromise that will result in a great 
project.  Placer Land Trust is pleased that the County has addressed and mitigated most of the 
community’s concerns.   
 
In conclusion, PLT supports the Final EIR, and we support building the “Reduced Project.”  PLT 
believes this project will provide significant benefit to Placer County residents and visitors who 
enjoy outdoor recreation and who want to walk, run, and ride on trails in the beautiful foothill 
landscapes of Placer County – landscapes that have been protected by Placer Land Trust for this 
purpose, now and for future generations. 
 
 

Sincerely,  
 

 
Jeff Darlington, Executive Director 
Placer Land Trust 
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September 23, 2020 
 
 
Placer County Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA  95603 
scolbert@placer.ca.gov 
 
 

To: Placer County Planning Commission 
 ATTENTION: PLANNING COMMISSION CLERK 
 
Re: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Project:  “Placer Trails” Comments 

on Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) and the Proposed 
Reduced Project 

 
Placer Trails is a coalition of seven trail groups active in Placer County, with a combined 
membership of over 4,000.  Our groups span the full spectrum of trail users—mountain 
bikers, hikers, runners, and equestrians—and we are united in supporting the 
development of new multi-use trail networks.  As frequent users of our region’s trails, we 
experience first hand the increased overcrowding of popular trailheads and trails, 
especially at Hidden Falls Regional Park. The Trail Expansion Project is a unique 
opportunity for Placer County to more than double the size of the Hidden Falls trail 
network and provide public access to more than 2,500 acres of open-space, oak 
woodland preserves owned by Placer Land Trust (PLT).  Placer Trails enthusiastically 
supports the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Project (“Trail Expansion 
Project”) and Placer County’s Park and Trails Masterplan. 
 
The following comments by Placer Trails on the Trail Expansion Project, the SEIR, and 
the Proposed Reduced Project supplement the comments individually submitted by 
each trail group. 
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Public Benefits are Clear 
As summarized in the SEIR, the expansion of Hidden Falls trails into adjacent oak 
woodlands and rangeland is a concept that has been in the works for years.  Trail users 
have been closely tracking the progress of Placer County and its Placer Legacy Open 
Space and Agricultural Conservation Program, working in close partnership with PLT 
and willing landowners, to acquire and protect more than 2,500 acres of natural open 
space and rangeland where the 30 miles of new trails will be located. 
 
Trail activities — biking, hiking, running, and horse riding — are exceptionally popular 
forms of recreation in Placer County, have proven benefits to individual and community 
health, and are a major contribution to our region’s economy.  Nationally, for example, 
the equestrian industry is a $9.1 billion/yr business.  Bicycle recreation generates $83 
billion across the United States.  Numerous Placer County businesses of all sizes sell 
equipment and supplies, refreshments and food, for biking, hiking, running, and 
equestrian enthusiasts. 
 
Because of the popularity of trails, however, existing trails and trailheads are in such 
high demand that they are often overcrowded.  Placer County’s Trail Expansion Project 
will add new trailheads and more than 30 miles of multi-use public trails through 
thousands of acres of protected lands, greatly increasing public accessibility and 
benefits.  Most of the County’s new trails would be on PLT preserves located northeast 
of the existing Hidden Falls Regional Park and north to the Bear River, including a vast 
landscape of undeveloped blue oak woodlands and rangelands. 
 
Public Support is Strong 
There is broad public support for new trails in Placer County.  In addition to the more 
than 4,000 members of our organizations, more than 2,200 individuals signed either 
online or paper petitions in support of the Hidden Falls Trails Expansion Project and the 
County’s Parks and Trails Master Plan.  Perhaps more important than simple head 
counts are the hundreds of comments made by petition signers.  Examples are: 
 

 “We support new trails and would love to do whatever we can to help make this happen 
and add more value for the community.” 

 “Can’t wait for the new trails to open.” 
 “Expansion of the park will be an added asset to our County.  As a frequent user of the 

Park I enjoy meeting people of all ages who come out to enjoy Hidden Falls.” 
 “I love Hidden Falls but haven’t been in recent years due to the parking issue.  I would 

love expanded trail heads to increase opportunities for visitors.” 
 “Trails are essential for our citizens to have access to nature and open space, both of 

which are vital to nourishing the human spirit.”  
 “New trailheads will help equal the impact on all neighborhoods through which access to 

the wonderful parks and trail system is available.”  
 “I cannot overemphasize the importance of these trails to the health, wellness and safety 

of our community.  We live in such a beautiful place, we need safe ways to enjoy it.” 
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Public Investment Will Now Pay Off 
About $15 million of public and private funds have been invested to acquire and protect 
the more than 2,500 acres of open space and rangeland in the PLT preserves where 
the trail expansion will occur.  Thanks to PLT and funding partners, the County has 
achieved this substantial conservation of oak woodlands and public trail access while 
contributing less than 40 percent of the acquisition funding — a highly leveraged 
investment by Placer County for public benefit.  The Board of Supervisors approved 
each acquisition through the normal public process, and all these acquisitions include 
an agreement between the County and PLT to collaborate on providing public trail 
access. 
 
The County’s Trail Expansion Project will include a combination of new and existing 
trails and ranch roads on these PLT preserves, including new trails built by PLT with 
community investment. Currently, these PLT trails and preserves are accessible to the 
public only through monthly docent-led hikes and other events, greatly limiting public 
use.  Public access to these trails and others developed as part of the Trail Expansion 
Project will be a major public benefit for now and future generations. 
 
Placer Trails Supports Certification of the SEIR  
We found the Final Supplemental EIR to be comprehensive in addressing potential 
impacts and agree with the County’s finding that all but a few potential impacts would be 
less than significant. The County’s response to hundreds of comments on the Draft EIR 
were comprehensive and the Final EIR should be certified.  
 
Placer Trails Supports the Reduced Project Proposed by County Parks 
The proposed Reduced Project recently proposed by County Parks is a compromise 
between (1) the level of public access that trail advocates and County Parks staff 
believe will eventually be needed, and (2) complete elimination of the project as sought 
by neighborhood opponents. 
 
The Reduced Project is very similar to Alternative 2, the lowest impact Project evaluated 
in the EIR, but has even further reduced public access, as shown in the table below. 
The Reduced Project would definitely have reduced public benefits, but it would have 
the least negative impact on the environment and the neighborhood because it 
substantially reduces parking, road modifications, and traffic. 
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Placer Trails has carefully considered the Reduced Project in relation to our previous 
recommendation to proceed with the Full Project evaluated in the EIR.  The Full Project 
evaluated in the EIR would quadruple present parking spaces and maximize public 
access and benefits.   The Full Project, however, would have the greatest impact on 
traffic, the environment, and the neighborhood. 
 
Despite the reduction in parking by about 60% from the Full Project and elimination of 
open public access at Curtola Ranch Road, the Reduced Project stills achieves a 
modest increase in parking and public access to 30 miles of new trails through Placer 
Land Trust preserves.  Placer Trails has decided to unanimously support the Reduced 
Project as a reasonable compromise that will substantially reduce neighborhood 
impacts while still opening up a new network of multi-use trails.  We hope that the 
neighborhood opponents of the project will also see this as a reasonable compromise.  
The Parks Commission agreed, with a unanimous vote to recommend the Reduced 
Project. 
 
Not proceeding with the Trail Expansion Project would result in minimal public benefits 
from the millions of taxpayer dollars the County has invested. It would not address the 
current shortage of access at Hidden Falls, would not meet the goals of the County 
General Plan or Legacy Program, and would not achieve the long-planned use of Land 
Trust and County-held properties for public recreation.  
 
Conclusion 
Placer Trails concludes, based on the analysis in the SEIR, that the impacts of the 
Hidden Falls Trail Expansion Project are small or can be reasonably managed and will 
be more than offset by the many benefits of public access to Land Trust preserves – 
now and for future generations.  Seldom has it been so clear as in this time of a global 
pandemic, that people need access to nature and trails without the hazards of 
congestion and overcrowding.  The County should move ahead with the Reduced 
Project, as proposed, to create a truly unique and expansive trail system in the foothills 
of Placer County.  We urge the Planning Commission to recommend certification of the 
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SEIR and associated CEQA documents and to recommend modification of the 
conditional use permit to enable implementation of the Reduced Project. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Bernie Molloy, President                                
Gold Country Trails Council 
P.O. Box 753, Cedar Ridge, CA. 95924 

 
Maureen Henderson, Trails Liaison 
Loomis Basin Horsemen’s Association 
P.O. Box 2326, Loomis, CA 95650 

 
Patrick Parsel, Trails Coordinator 
Tahoe Area Mountain Biking Association 
P.O. Box 13712, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96151 
 

 
Tiffany Van der Linden, President  
Meadow Vista Trail Association 
P.O. Box 871, Meadow Vista, CA 95722 

 
Matt Wetter, President 
Folsom Auburn Trail Riders Action Coalition 
P.O. Box 6356, Auburn, CA 95604 
 

 
Diana Boyer, President 
Auburn Trail Alliance 
P.O. Box 4892, Auburn, CA 95604 
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Allison Pedley, Executive Director 
Truckee Trails Foundation 
P.O. Box 1751, Truckee, CA 96160 
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 5:18 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Niels Reimers

Email Address (Optional)  nielsreimers3@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Expansion

Comments  Hi- 
I'd like to add my support to the Hidden Falls Expansion 
project, this park is a true gem in our county. Specifically: 
I support approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report of 
the Full Project 
I support the county's plan to build the Reduced Project Plan. 
Thanks, 
Niels

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 7:58 AM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Steve Schweigerdt

Email Address (Optional)  sschweigerdt@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Expansion

Comments  Hidden Falls is a gem and I love hiking and biking the trails. 
Placer County needs to protect more places like this and 
extend the trail network so there are more options. Instead of 
sprawling all over the landscape there should be generous 
corridors along all the creeks and ridges connected by trails I'm 
excited to see the expansion of Hidden Falls take place.. I 
support approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report of 
the Full Project. I also support the county's plan to build the 
Reduced Project Plan.

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 7:46 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  John Yanni

Email Address (Optional)  yannitr6@sbcglobal.net

Agenda Item (Optional)  yannitr6@sbcglobal.net

Comments  Greetings Placer County Planning Commission. I support 
approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report of the Full 
Project and the county's plan to build the Reduced Project 
Plan.  
 
My name is John Yanni and am a resident of our beautiful 
Auburn community for 16 years. I am a Science teacher in 
Placer County and have taught for 34 years at the 7th grade 
level. My goal as an educator is to foster, in my students, the 
love of the outdoors and appreciation for the flora and fauna of 
our natural world. By setting aside land for people to enjoy 
Placer County enriches all of humanity and helps ensure a 
respect that is vital to preserving our future on our planet. I'm 
confident that you all with gather all the pertinent evidence to 
support the claim that the Final Environmental Impact Report of 
the Full Project and the county's plan to build the Reduced 
Project Plan will help preserve the wonderful community we call
home. Thank you for your service to Placer County. John 
Yanni. 

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: Kelly Altena <kellyaltena@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 9:26 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] HIDDEN FALLS EXPANSION ISSUES/OPPOSITION

Dear Ms. Colbert:   
Good morning!   We are writing this email to send our concerns a final time to address the issues with 
the HF expansion project.   
First, this needs to go before the local MACs...in fact, supporting this statement: 
The County website states that “Municipal Advisory Councils (MACs) were established by the Board 
of Supervisors to advise them on matters of concern which relate to the area served.” This is not the 
time to skip this vital step in county decision making.  
Also, why can’t the project’s public hearings be tabled for a more appropriate time...with Covid we are 
currently enduring:   
The physical, emotional, and mental health challenges from the COVID-19 pandemic;  
The economic fallout from the COVID-19 pandemic;  
The challenges of education and learning during a pandemic; 
Epic wildfires and smoke covering our state;  
PG&E Power Shut Offs... 
The greatest concerns we are faced with are wildfire risk.   The State of California is a tinderbox right 
now and it’s only getting worse with each fire season.  Our fires now are mega fires! We are so 
concerned about fire/life safety, evacuation routes, increased traffic on our narrow rural roads (even 
without the project, but magnified exponentially with the project), and the burden/stress placed on our 
first responders this project will bring.   
We are sure you are aware that 25% of the entire county’s technical rescue calls are at Hidden Falls. 
Tripling the park and adding all the rugged terrain will triple the rescues.  Our first responders WILL 
be impacted!!! 
And finally we are concerned about illegal parking, trespassing, vandalism, theft and altercations 
along our rural roads, driveways and private roads...all you have to do is go to HF-1 (original project) 
and you will see what has transpired for the residents along the route/neighborhood  to the original 
HF project: cones along driveways, drivers crossing the yellow lines every single time we’ve driven 
this route, drivers speeding down what once was a quiet community and the trash/littering and just 
blatant blight in the neighboring community.    
In fact, speaking of HF-1; there isn’t running water, functioning septic and hasn’t been for a long 
time...the precedence seems to be little if any maintenance making one believe that it will not get 
better, but quite the opposite.  We have not ever encountered any “Park” staff anywhere in the park 
except for the money-generating entry kiosk.  The park lacks employees with boots on the ground.   
One can only believe that the expansion will be no different.   
Thank you for your time!  
 

Respectfully,  
David and Kelly Altena  
Hubbard Road, Auburn  
 
Sent from my iPhone   
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1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 4:08 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Eric Barrett

Email Address (Optional)  eric@2barretts.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Field not completed.

Comments  Greetings Planning Commission: 
 
Regarding the planned Hidden Falls Regional Park expansion 
project, I'd like to state for the record, that: 
 
A) I support approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
of the Full Project. 
 
B) I support the county's plan to build the Reduced Project 
Plan. 
 
I am a current resident of Sacramento and have future plans to 
move to, or near to, Placer County. Hidden Falls Regional Park 
is a wonderful recreational resource and it would be a big 
benefit to the community to expand this Park. 
 
Thank you in advance for supporting the expansion! 
 
Eric Barrett 
3544 Domich Way 
Sacramento, CA 95821 
c: 509.998.7506 
e: eric@2barretts.com

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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From: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 4:20 PM 
To: Jan Tarantino <jan.tarantino339@gmail.com>; Placer County Board of Supervisors 
<BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout 
<MRideout@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Reduced Project ‐ Staff Recommendation Hidden Falls 
 
Jan, good questions, and we will discuss them tonight.  To the question that you asked to be informed of 
before the meeting, the reference to “daily” in the chart below refers to the full build out that was 
analyzed in the FSEIR.  That is not the reduced project that staff is recommending.  The reduced project 
recommends limitation on docent led tours according to the agreements that are in place with the Land 
Trust, and I believe you are correct that the agreement designates 12 times per year.   
 
Andy Fisher, Parks Administrator 
Placer County | Department of Public Works | Parks and Grounds Division 
Address 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 220, Auburn, CA 95603 
(530) 889-6819 office | (530) 613-5568 cell | (530) 889-6809 fax | placer.ca.gov 
 
From: Jan Tarantino <jan.tarantino339@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 2:22 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna 
<KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout <MRideout@placer.ca.gov>; Andy Fisher 
<AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Reduced Project ‐ Staff Recommendation Hidden Falls 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am very concerned about the many inconsistencies and contradictions in the document attached to 
the agenda for the meeting tonight.  

 The fact that the traffic study (or a link thereto) that was submitted as evidenced to the County 
was not included in the recommendation/document publicly distributed.  I believe it should 
have been as it is a current reality vs.the archaic tool(s) the County used to evaluate the safety 
of the current roads. 

 The percentage of 75/25 alluding to those in favor vs. those not in favor is extremely 
misleading.  The fact that various associations sent out a template document, and individuals 
forwarded that to the Board and elected officials, does not constitute a bonafide for OR against 
vote.  Many included nothing but a signature.  This data should have been broken down.  Only 
the taxpayers of Placer County should have the ability to vote on a project that so severely 
affects the Placer County community. 

 Wildfire mitigation, although very limited/nonspecific, seems to address the safety of those in 
the park/on the trails, but not the safety of the surrounding communities.  There should have 
been many lessons learned from the 49er fire ‐ which still remains fresh in the minds of many 
residents. There is NO evacuation plan.  As in 2009, there is no escape for those in the foothills; 
the arteries are insufficient and the same as in 2009, with the exception of the fact that there 
are MANY more residences now than before.   
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 If approved, is this document the final recommendation or will the officials come back full force 
and attempt to implement the full plan? I believe the community needs clarification on this 
topic and a written document clearly stating current and future intentions. 

 Reference (excerpts below) of the docent‐led tours (12 times/year as agreed to with Mr. 
Harvego).  That is NOT what the below chart states and doesn't jibe with the verbiage contained 
in other parts of the recommendation. 

I respectfully request that, prior to the meeting tonight, I understand whether this is an 
oversight.  "Daily" does not nearly equate to "12/times per year". 
 
The below are taken directly from the document. 
 

 
 

 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Janet Tarantino 
6720 Estates Court 
Auburn, CA 95602 
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From: Tim OLeary <toleary69@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 3:43 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna 
<KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout <MRideout@placer.ca.gov>; Andy Fisher 
<AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Reduced Hidden Falls Memorandum 
 
        I like to say that the "reduced version" is a step in the right direction. There is no "level of trust" 
between the PLT and Auburn Valley lets look at what's written. 
 
Page 6 of 21 under the Permitted Use heading of the Harvego Ranch section shows "docent led tours 7 
days a week, one per day". LLoyd Harvego  agreed to a  
 
12 day per year docent tour. There is that "level of trust" again. We talk to LLoyd and his partner Joe 
Fischer a lot, so we stay updated on communications. 
 
Phase 2, 3 and 4 need to be completely removed from any consideration! The level of trust says the PLT 
will attempt to bring this back in the mix!  
 
     Road use fees are something that every property owner pays throughout Auburn Valley. These fees 
are paid twice a year to support the maintenance of our  
 
"private roads". If the PLT wishes to have their 12 docent led tours per year we will be happy to assess 
the appropriate fees in connection with their use. Nobody 
 
uses our private roads for free. 
 
     Page 13 of 21 under the heading "Final SEIR" it stated there were over 500 comments received on the 
draft SEIR. 75% expressed support and 25% expressed 
 
opposition. Let's remove all the "boiler plate" templates from the Horseman's Assoc. and all the non-
Placer Co. residents and redo that analysis. That 75% turns into 
 
5% at best! There is the "level of trust" again! The plan at PLT looked like lets flood them with support 
from folks that don't have any "skin in the game" 
 
    Page 18 of 21 under Public Outreach stated the County Parks Division offered to meet with any local 
resident who wishes to discuss the proposed project. Evidently 
 
that did not include anyone in Auburn Valley. No one has any letter or email to this statement! Once again 
"the level of trust" returns! 
 
    Standing behind the analysis and conclusions of the "full project descriptions" is short-sided and 
dangerous. The conclusions of CalFire and Placer Co. Fire just  
 
looks like "lets all agree to do this". Safety protocol was shelved and improper analysis proves that they 
did not put together a plan that works! When I talked on  
 
the Hydrology topic I mentioned the inadequate water source at the Mears Rd entrance. From a safety 
standpoint it should be closed! Not reopened until a reliable 
 
water source is found for the park visitors and for fire suppression. 
 
       In closing Auburn Valley achieved a "Firewise Community" status a short time ago. Through the 
efforts of many people in this community we are trying to keep our 
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community safe. As the HFRP issue moves forward we will keep a "watchful eye" because there is no 
"level of trust" between the PLT and Auburn Valley! 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Tim OLeary 
6720 Estates Ct. 
Auburn, CA 95602 
 
 
Tim O'Leary 
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1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 10:13 AM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Dayna Burgeson

Email Address (Optional)  burgesonfarm@sbcglobal.net

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Expansion

Comments  I am in support of the final Environmental Impact Report of the 
full project. I am also in support of the Reduced Project Plan. 
Our county and specifically this park needs more trails and 
access points for the public. 

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 2:09 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Zachary Chown

Email Address (Optional)  zacharychown@yahoo.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Trail Expansion

Comments  Hello, 
I am writing to share my support and excitement toward the 
project expanding the trail system at Hidden Falls. As a 
mountain biker, I think this would be great for everybody. More 
space for everyone would be huge. Adding more to the existing 
trails that I already love would be great. We frequently end up 
eating at local establishments in Auburn as well as filling up on 
gas, snacks etc, so I'd imagine making HF more appealing 
would do nothing but increase that from many others.  
 
I support approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report of 
the Full Project. I support the county's plan to build the 
Reduced Project Plan. I do think that parking is something that 
at some point might need to be addressed, but I am not familiar 
enough with the area to know if there are easy "bike in" 
entrances in the expanded areas. 
 
Keep up the good work, it is highly appreciated. 
 
Thanks, 
Zach Chown

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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1

Sue Colbert

From: Linda Cline <lindac6413@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 4:40 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] SEIR for Hidden Falls Expansion

Dear Planning Commission members ‐  
 
I am requesting that you will carefully consider the timing of your recommendation to the Supervisors for the Hidden 
Falls Expansion Project.  The SEIR ‐ a 5,000 + page report  ‐ was just recently distributed to the public, along with another 
500 page review!   I do not believe it is realistic or fair to expect residents to read, process and respond to such huge 
documents in such a short time frame! 
 
I would also hope that you would consider the poor timing of making these critical decisions regarding HFRPT 
Expansion, when everyone is under such stressful circumstances!   All of us are personally struggling with the 
burden created by the pandemic ( which is NOT yet resolved), economic uncertainty, educational stress on our 
teachers, students, and families, AND threatening wildfires and smoke!!  Is this really the time to be expecting 
concerned constituents to navigate this enormous SEIR, attend public meetings, and address such an impactful 
project??!  This is not an 'essential' project that really needs to be approved right now! 

With the Western US ON FIRE - at just the beginning of the fire season, it seems our county priority should be to 
NOT add to the current threat!   As previously stated many times, the HF Expansion just increases the wildfire risk, 
impacts narrow roads needed during an evacuation & for emergency vehicles,  and puts an unnecessary burden on 
our already over- burdened first responders!!   

I am hoping and begging that each of you will perform your civic responsibility by keeping current safety priorities 
(COVID, WILDFIRE RISK , the CLIMATE CRISES) at the top of your agenda! 

I appreciate your careful and critical attention to these pressing issues, rather than contributing to expanding the 
risks!   

 

Linda Cline 

 

 

 

 

  
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1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:51 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Wilman Dea

Email Address (Optional)  Field not completed.

Agenda Item (Optional)  Field not completed.

Comments  I think with Covid 19 their is a resurgence in demand for 
recreational activities but the problem is a limited amount of 
access. If you build it, people will come. 

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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1

Sue Colbert

From: jane goddard <teresajane50@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:49 PM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion

 
>>  
>> I am 100% against the Hidden Falls Expansion.   
>>  
>> My husband and I have written many letters and attended many meetings in concert with our 
neighbors and Placer County residents who do not want you to vote to go forward with the project. 
>>  
>> You are well aware of the many reasons this project is not safe for our neighborhoods and the city 
of Auburn so I do not need to list them all again. 
>>  
>> Please listen to your heart and vote NO to go ahead with the project.  It will turn our rural 
neighborhood into an area inviting crime, trash, wild land fires, homeless encampments, traffic 
problems, car accidents, more deaths on Highway 49, and a drain on the Placer County bank 
account. 
>>  
>> My husband Jim passed away on August 28 and he was vehemently opposed to the expansion 
as well. Your constituents are expecting you to Protect Rural Placer.  Please protect us and vote NO 
on the Hidden Falls expansion. 
>>  
>> Thank you,  
>>  
>> Jane Goddard 
>> 11400 Lone Star Road 
>> Auburn, CA 95602 
>>  
>>  
>  
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1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 12:05 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Maureen Henderson

Email Address (Optional)  mmhenderson@hotmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion

Comments  Please see attached letter from Loomis Basin Horsemen's 
Association.

Attach a document  Letter to Planning Commission 09-24-20.docx 

 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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P.O. Box 2326 Loomis CA 95650 
Dedicated to Trail, The Arena at the Park 

Traylor Ranch and the Rural Lifestyle 
 

September 22, 2020 

Placer County Planning Commission  Via Email  

Re: Public Comments re Hidden Falls Expansion for Meeting on September 24, 2020 

Dear Commissioners: 

Loomis Basin Horsemen’s Association supports the Reduced Project implementation that 
County Parks proposes. As is evidenced by the trailhead situation at Mears Place, there currently is a 
much greater demand for trails than we can accommodate, especially on weekends, when we are 
required to use the reservation system. 

Placer County is expected to continue to grow substantially over the next 10-20 years. The 
Reduced Project reflects compromises made by Parks Dept. in response to concerns expressed by 
neighbors adjacent to the proposed expansion. The Reduced Project expands current parking, includes 
a new trailhead at Twilight Ride, and will open 30 miles of new trails in Placer Land Trust Preserves. 
The Reduced Project scales back the original project substantially (by about 60%) to minimize impact 
on the neighboring properties. 

The additional parking under the Reduced Project, will help, but will still not meet the present 
and future demand for access to open space by Placer County residents. 

Understandably, residents in the vicinity of the Project are concerned about impacts on their 
neighborhood. However, it is not reasonable to seek abolishing the project. This project has been in the 
making for many years, always with the intention that these lands be made available for public use. 
There cannot be public use without public access. 

The public benefits of this project are strong, while any possible impacts are minimal. This 
Reduced Project represents a tremendous opportunity for the region, and I am confident it will be 
implemented with care. 

We urge your votes to approve the Reduced Project and recommend that the Board of 
Supervisors certify the Final SEIR and approve the Conditional Use Permit so that Reduced Project 
may proceed. 

      Very truly yours, 

      Maureen Henderson 
      Trails Liaison 
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1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 1:18 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Robert Horowitz

Email Address (Optional)  sactobobhorowitz@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion

Comments  Very much in favor of the expansion. Will look forward to riding 
my bike on those 30 new miles of multi-use trails. Placer 
County has done a fine job with this park and I appreciate your 
efforts. Yes, the parking is a challenge, but now that I am 
retired I can go mid week.

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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1

Sue Colbert

From: Keith Kenworthy <kkenworthy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 7:25 AM
To: Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion - Final Environmental Impact Report

I am writing in support of the Hidden Falls Regional Park expansion.  I am asking you to approve the Final Environmental 
Impact Report of the full project. 
 
I support the county's plan to build the Reduced Project Plan.  I understand that the residents in the area had concerns 
about traffic and I believe their concerns are addressed with the reduced plan. 
 
My family enjoys hiking and biking at Hidden Falls and are looking forward to exploring new areas of the park.  The 
current trails are very popular and it is important for the county to provide additional trails which will spread people out.
 
Thank You 
Keith Kenworthy 
1494 Foxridge Circle 
Auburn, CA  95603 

452



1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 2:12 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Michael Marovich

Email Address (Optional)  Mmarovich20@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Expansion

Comments  I support the plan for the expansion of property and trails at 
Hidden Falls Regional Park.

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:09 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Betty McMartin

Email Address (Optional)  b.mcmartin@sbcglobal.net

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Trail Expansion Project

Comments  We needed more trails in Auburn before Covid-19, but now the 
virus has shown us that we need more trails more than we ever 
had before. It's dangerous to stay in confined places with other 
people, so we are anxious to get out into the fresh air. Please 
help the citizens of Placer County by approving this project. Let 
it be known that: 1. I support approval of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report of the Full Project and that 2. I 
support the county's plan to build the Reduced Project Plan. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Betty McMartin

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
  

 

454



1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:31 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Janet McMartin

Email Address (Optional)  MCMTEAM2@GMAIL.COM

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls trail expansion Project

Comments  The people of Placer County are in desperate need of more 
hiking trails with safe parking. For this reason : 1. I support 
approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report of the Full 
Project and that 2. I support the county's plan to build the 
Reduced Project Plan. Thank you for considering these 
options.

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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1

Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 4:45 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Don Metzger

Email Address (Optional)  Field not completed.

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls 

Comments  I just wanted to chime in and get it on record that I support the 
approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report of the Full 
Project. I also support the County's plan to build the Reduced 
Project Plan. 
 
I am a new user of the Hidden Falls Park but it is an amazing 
park. 
 
Thanks!

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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1

Sue Colbert

From: Tim OLeary <toleary69@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 3:43 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors; Kelly McCaughna; Mark Rideout; Andy Fisher
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Reduced Hidden Falls Memorandum

        I like to say that the "reduced version" is a step in the right direction. There is no "level of trust" between the PLT and 
Auburn Valley lets look at what's written. 
 
Page 6 of 21 under the Permitted Use heading of the Harvego Ranch section shows "docent led tours 7 days a week, one 
per day". LLoyd Harvego  agreed to a  
 
12 day per year docent tour. There is that "level of trust" again. We talk to LLoyd and his partner Joe Fischer a lot, so we 
stay updated on communications. 
 
Phase 2, 3 and 4 need to be completely removed from any consideration! The level of trust says the PLT will attempt to 
bring this back in the mix!  
 
     Road use fees are something that every property owner pays throughout Auburn Valley. These fees are paid twice a 
year to support the maintenance of our  
 
"private roads". If the PLT wishes to have their 12 docent led tours per year we will be happy to assess the appropriate 
fees in connection with their use. Nobody 
 
uses our private roads for free. 
 
     Page 13 of 21 under the heading "Final SEIR" it stated there were over 500 comments received on the draft SEIR. 
75% expressed support and 25% expressed 
 
opposition. Let's remove all the "boiler plate" templates from the Horseman's Assoc. and all the non-Placer Co. residents 
and redo that analysis. That 75% turns into 
 
5% at best! There is the "level of trust" again! The plan at PLT looked like lets flood them with support from folks that don't 
have any "skin in the game" 
 
    Page 18 of 21 under Public Outreach stated the County Parks Division offered to meet with any local resident who 
wishes to discuss the proposed project. Evidently 
 
that did not include anyone in Auburn Valley. No one has any letter or email to this statement! Once again "the level of 
trust" returns! 
 
    Standing behind the analysis and conclusions of the "full project descriptions" is short-sided and dangerous. The 
conclusions of CalFire and Placer Co. Fire just  
 
looks like "lets all agree to do this". Safety protocol was shelved and improper analysis proves that they did not put 
together a plan that works! When I talked on  
 
the Hydrology topic I mentioned the inadequate water source at the Mears Rd entrance. From a safety standpoint it 
should be closed! Not reopened until a reliable 
 
water source is found for the park visitors and for fire suppression. 
 
       In closing Auburn Valley achieved a "Firewise Community" status a short time ago. Through the efforts of many 
people in this community we are trying to keep our 
 
community safe. As the HFRP issue moves forward we will keep a "watchful eye" because there is no "level of trust" 
between the PLT and Auburn Valley! 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
Tim OLeary 
6720 Estates Ct. 
Auburn, CA 95602 
 
 
Tim O'Leary 

     

To help protect you r 
privacy, Micro so ft Office 
prevented au tomatic  
download of this pictu re 
from the Internet.
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 12:16 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Steven Sheldon

Email Address (Optional)  teledawg@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  teledawg@gmail.com

Comments  I fully support the Hidden Falls final EIR, and especially the 
County plan for reduced project plan. Preserving open space 
AND providing recreational access are especially important for 
the health and well being of citizens and future generations. 
While there is a measurable impact from these facilities as 
noted in the EIR, it is far less than if the lands were developed, 
and is greatly offset by the health and recreational 
opportunities. 
 
Thank you for the continued support for these open space 
recreational opportunities that are vital to Placer County current 
and future citizens. 
 
Best regards, 
Steve Sheldon, Auburn CA

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: Jan Tarantino <jan.tarantino339@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 2:22 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors; Kelly McCaughna; Mark Rideout; Andy Fisher
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Reduced Project - Staff Recommendation Hidden Falls

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am very concerned about the many inconsistencies and contradictions in the document attached to the agenda for the 
meeting tonight.  

 The fact that the traffic study (or a link thereto) that was submitted as evidenced to the County was not included 
in the recommendation/document publicly distributed.  I believe it should have been as it is a current reality 
vs.the archaic tool(s) the County used to evaluate the safety of the current roads. 

 The percentage of 75/25 alluding to those in favor vs. those not in favor is extremely misleading.  The fact that 
various associations sent out a template document, and individuals forwarded that to the Board and elected 
officials, does not constitute a bonafide for OR against vote.  Many included nothing but a signature.  This data 
should have been broken down.  Only the taxpayers of Placer County should have the ability to vote on a project 
that so severely affects the Placer County community. 

 Wildfire mitigation, although very limited/nonspecific, seems to address the safety of those in the park/on the 
trails, but not the safety of the surrounding communities.  There should have been many lessons learned from 
the 49er fire ‐ which still remains fresh in the minds of many residents. There is NO evacuation plan.  As in 2009, 
there is no escape for those in the foothills; the arteries are insufficient and the same as in 2009, with the 
exception of the fact that there are MANY more residences now than before.   

 If approved, is this document the final recommendation or will the officials come back full force and attempt to 
implement the full plan? I believe the community needs clarification on this topic and a written document 
clearly stating current and future intentions. 

 Reference (excerpts below) of the docent‐led tours (12 times/year as agreed to with Mr. Harvego).  That is NOT 
what the below chart states and doesn't jibe with the verbiage contained in other parts of the recommendation.

I respectfully request that, prior to the meeting tonight, I understand whether this is an oversight.  "Daily" does not 
nearly equate to "12/times per year". 
 
The below are taken directly from the document. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Janet Tarantino 
6720 Estates Court 
Auburn, CA 95602 
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Sue Colbert

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Planning Commission Meeting 09/24/20 - HFRP Trails Expansion ProjectContinuance

From: Brian Vizzusi <bvizzusi@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 1:32 PM 
To: Samantha Ledbetter <SLedbetter@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Planning Commission Meeting 09/24/20 ‐ HFRP Trails Expansion ProjectContinuance 
 
Hello Samantha, 
 
I fully support the HFRP trail expansion project.  I know that many of my neighbors in Auburn Valley are against this.  I 
want to make sure that my voice and or “vote” is heard and seen but am still working full time and would not be able to 
attend the meeting.   
 
Brian  
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 

From: Samantha Ledbetter 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 12:39 PM 
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting 09/24/20 ‐ HFRP Trails Expansion ProjectContinuance 
 
Good Afternoon, 
  
In order to ensure that the public has ample time to review the staff‐recommended Reduced Project for the Hidden Falls 
Regional Park Trails Expansion Project, the Parks Division will be requesting a continuance of the item at the September 
24, 2020 Planning Commission hearing.  The request will be to continue the item to the October 22, 2020 hearing date 
at 5:00 PM.  Parks Staff will not be providing a presentation of the proposed Project at the September 24th hearing.  
  
Thanks, 
  
Samantha Ledbetter 
Parks Secretary 
(530) 886‐4901 |Fax: (530) 745‐7544 | parks@placer.ca.gov 
  

 
  
 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or 
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in 
Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in; 
Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 9:27 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Chris Walker

Email Address (Optional)  walkerstrategies@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Expansion — SUPPORT

Comments  I support the reduced plan for the expansion of Hidden Falls 
and the approval of the EIR. 

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 2:30 PM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Alan walls

Email Address (Optional)  Field not completed.

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls

Comments  I and my family of 4 fully support the additional trails at Hidden 
falls. We hike and MTB and love the open space for our family 
and friends. This is a great addition to open space. Thank you.

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
  

 

473



1

Sue Colbert

From: Leslie Warren <lesliewarren52@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 7:18 AM
To: Megan Wood; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: HIdden Falls Expansion 9:50 AM Agenda Item tomorrow

 
Dear Megan and Sue: I neglected to include you in my distribution for this comment on the Hidden Falls Agenda item 
today. Please add this comment to the public record and distribute it accordingly,  to Board and Staff. 
Thank you. 
Leslie Warren  
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Leslie Warren <lesliewarren52@gmail.com> 
Date: September 21, 2020 at 3:27:11 PM PDT 
To: Cindy Gustufson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>, Jim Holmes <jholmes@placer.ca.gov>, Bonnie 
Gore <bonniegore@placer.ca.gov>, Robert Weygandt <rweygand@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: HIdden Falls Expansion 9:50 AM Agenda Item tomorrow 

 

Dear Chair Bonnie and Members of the Board,  
 

Tomorrow, I entreat you to deny the staff recommendation to pursue a $3 
m grant for the Hidden Falls Expansion. If you approve the staff 
recommendation, one may reasonably presume that you have already 
made your decision on the Hidden Falls Expansion question.  
 
 

One would hope that this is not the case; as citizens have not had the 
opportunity to discuss the Hidden Falls Expansion proposal with you. 
Further, your decision will precede the public hearing on certification of the 
FSEIR for the Expansion Project. In effect, there is no approved project for 
which to seek funding. 
 
 

Citizenship is being a member of a political community which affords rights 
and obligations. As citizens, we fulfill our obligations by our vote, by paying 
our taxes and participating in government processes. We trust our 
government to protect our citizenship rights in exchange for our allegiance. 
 
 

Our rights as citizens rights are:  
civil rights, which are anchored in our right to own property,  
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political rights, the right to meaningfully participate in and exercise 
political power  
social rights,  the right to a modicum of economic welfare and security. 
 
 

If you approve the staff recommendation tomorrow, it would appear to be a 
breach of citizens' right to meaningfully participate in and exercise political 
power. It will send a message that citizen participation in local government 
(and citizens rights) are merely hurdles to be overcome. It will give citizens 
the impression that citizens are not stakeholders in the decision making 
process. I urge you to defend citizens' political right to meaningfully 
participate in the Hidden Falls Expansion decision. As stakeholders, we 
fully expect that citizens' interests will be reflected in outcomes following 
public hearing.   
 

To approve the staff recommendation before Hidden Falls Expansion public 
hearings, and before the Board determines that the FSEIR may be 
certified; would be a breach of public trust and demoralizing to citizens who 
seek to exercise their civil rights.  
 
 

Thank you for denying the staff recommendation on the grounds that in the 
absence of public hearings, the Board has not made a decision on the 
Hidden Falls Expansion nor has it certified the FSEIR.  
 
 

Thank you for your interest and attention. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 

Leslie Warren 

Auburn CA 
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Sue Colbert

From: Leslie Warren <lesliewarren52@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 9:29 AM
To: Anders Hauge; Stan Nader; Sue Colbert; Cindy Gustafson
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Hidden Falls Expansion Hearing 9/24

 
 
Dear Chair and Members of the Placer County Planning Commission 
 
Good morning. On September 24, please consider and read this coment on the SFEIR for the proposed Hidden Falls 
Expansion Project into the public record,  
 
The SFEIR for the Hidden Falls Expansion explicitly states that the Project will provide will no measurable economic 
benefit to the Placer County economy.  The Project will, however, create significant and undetermined new costs for the 
County (fire protection, regulation/maintenance/repair of facilities, police, emergency medical services and rescue 
etc.).  I feel that the SFEIR is incomplete because these new costs are not identified and therefore, significant project 
information is not available to decision makers and the public as this SFEIR is considered for certification.  Are thee 
cumulative impacts of these new costs on budgets of affected agencies (in the short and long term) not important 
considerations? Will funds supporting existing services and parks be diverted to support new costs for a Hidden Falls 
Expansion? 
 
If approved, an additional cost of the HIdden Falls Expansion, will be economic losses to a backbone industry of Placer 
County, agriculture. Affected ranchers are key stakeholders. Yet, they have not been interviewed nor afforded an 
opportunity to report to the EIR consultant on how their agricultural practices will be affected if recreation is introduced. 
This is simply wrong.  The SFEIR's conclusion that introduction of recreation will have no effect on ag practices has no 
basis in fact. 
 
I have expressed previously, my concern that the County allocate funds to compensate ranchers for future agricultural 
losses.  Losses include but are not limited to loss of grazing rights, diminution of herd reproduction, herd failure to gain 
weight, livestock injury due to interface with people and calving losses etc. due to the introduction of recreational uses 
into an agricultural region.  The degree of impact on herd viability will not, of course, be immediately measurable, but 
ranchers deserve compensation for anticipated future losses and diminution of value of the herd and their operations as 
a whole.  
 
My professional background is in urban renewal.  When a property or business owner suffers losses due to public policy 
initiatives (such as redevelopment), these losses are quantified in the short and long term (including future values) and 
the owner is financially compensated.  In the absence of compensation, the public agency is vulnerable to an inverse 
condemnation claim.  In essence ‐ the public agency is "taking" a private property value and interest without just 
compensation.  
 
In the Hidden Falls Expansion case, the County should be prepared to acquire in total or make whole, those agricultural 
operations that experience losses or are driven to bankruptcy, due to the direct and indirect effects of high impact 
recreation use proximate to their operations.   
 
It has come to my attention that agricultural leases for grazing that certain affected farmers have held for over four 
decades,  are being terminated. Is the reason that these leases are being terminated that they resist the Hidden Falls 
Expansion because of the threat to their operations? If so, it is a tragedy that our long term farm families, and the 
agricultural economy upon which Placer County once depended, are being so ignobly treated.  I believe this is punitave 
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action and violates our General Plan Policy re: Agricultural Protections and is an infringement of ranchers' first 
amendment rights to free speech. 
 
Thank you for considering my qurestions and concerns.  I request that County Counsel specifically address the first 
amendment rights and lease cancellations,  General Plan inconsistency and the County's inverse condemnation exposure 
in public session so that it will be part of the public record. 
 
Sincerely, Leslie Warren 
Auburn Ca 
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Sue Colbert

From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:38 AM
To: Kara Conklin; Sue Colbert
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission 
  

During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation 
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our 
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit 
comments to the Planning Commission.

First and Last Name  Craig Wilson

Email Address (Optional)  cswfj14@gmail.com

Agenda Item (Optional)  Hidden Falls Trail Expansion

Comments  As a resident of Newcastle I feel we need more trails in Placer 
County, therefore I support approval of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report of the Full Project for Hidden Falls as well as the 
county's plan to build the Reduced Project Plan for Hidden 
Falls.

Attach a document  Field not completed.
 

  

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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From: Aaron Keough <aaronkeough@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 9:38 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Hidden Falls Trail Expansion Project 
 
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors: 
 
I am writing to express my support of expanding the Hidden Falls Trail System. As an active bike 
enthusiast, having more areas to ride is very important to allow residents to exercise and enjoy what 
this wonderful area has to offer in a safe environment.  
 
The global pandemic of COVID‐19 has completely altered our ways of life. While the pandemic will not 
continue forever, the dramatic increase in those that have purchased bikes and are currently using the 
trail systems will not decrease as people are falling in love with nature, the outdoors, and biking! That is 
great for the sport but challenging from a safety standpoint with overcrowding on the trails.  
 
Those that use these trail systems both in Placer County and elsewhere in the greater Sacramento area 
are hard working, tax paying, voting members of the community. They are almost exclusively purchasing 
their bicycles from local bike shops which helps support small business owners and those they employ. 
In addition, many service needs of these bikes happens at the same shops where the bikes were 
purchased in the first place. 
 
I strongly encourage you to approve this expansion and work to find other areas that can be developed 
and expanded to give the bike riding community more opportunities to safely explore, commute, and 
exercise. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Aaron R. Keough 
 
 
‐‐  

Aaron Keough 
(559) 326‐3084 
aaronkeough@gmail.com 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Andrew Scott <awscott10@icloud.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 9:53 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls expansion 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
I would like to express my viewpoint on the Hidden Falls Expansion. While I am NOT opposed to the 
expansion of the park, I feel that the Garden Bar Road parking lot option is only safe if certain conditions 
are met.   
 
I have lived on the north end of Garden Bar Road for 25 years. I am very familiar with this portion of the 
roadway. It is very narrow with many blind curves. Increasing the traffic on this road, as would happen 
with the GBR parking lot, without upgrades, would make this road extremely dangerous.  If equestrian 
parking was permitted, it would make it even more so.  
 
This road must be widened to eliminate the narrowness. Cars can barely squeeze by each other on some 
sections, as it is currently, and it would be unacceptably dangerous if an increase of traffic is allowed by 
opening public parking to the park on GBR without proper mitigation.  
 
Currently, trucks are not allowed on GBR during school bus hours because of the safety issues present. 
This very unique prohibition is testament to the issues expressed above.  
 
Reducing the speed limit or placing warning signs on the road is insufficient and would be ineffective.  A 
lower speed limit would be completely unenforceable by the CHP. Radar cannot or be used, as the 
required speed survey results would never support lowering the speed limit, and “pacing” violators 
would be impossible on this section of roadway. Any belief that lowering the speed limit would mitigate 
traffic safety issues is simply a plan that would work on paper only and have no affect on traffic safety.  
 
Lastly, this is the ONLY egress for most people who live off this roadway north of the proposed parking 
lot. If a fire occurred anywhere on GBR north of Mt. Pleasant, the ability of residents to flee to safety 
would be severely and negatively affected by the increased vehicle traffic on this roadway. If a horse 
trailer traveling north to the park came upon a horse trailer traveling south, the road would be 
effectively and completely blocked if they met in numerous narrow sections of the road between Mt. 
Pleasant Road and the proposed parking lot. This roadway is borderline at best for emergency egress, 
and it would be woefully and dangerously insufficient with increased traffic.   
 
Building a public parking lot for Hidden Falls Park on Garden Bar Road without widening a considerable 
section of the roadway north of Mt. Pleasant would be extremely unsafe, and could not be mitigated by 
anything short of widening that section of road. I ask that no plan to build this parking lot is approved 
without addressing the dangers it would cause without proper mitigation.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  
 
Andrew & Diane Scott 
Big Hill Road 
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Lincoln, Ca 95648 
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From: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 8:36 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Shanti Landon <SLandon@placer.ca.gov>; 
Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Landon Wolf <LandonWolf@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly 
Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Ashley Brown <ANBrown@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Todd Leopold <TLeopold@placer.ca.gov>; Dave Defanti <DDefanti@placer.ca.gov>; Greg Bills 
<gbills@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout 
<MRideout@placer.ca.gov>; Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Vanessa Lieberman 
<VLieberman@placer.ca.gov>; Clayton Cook <CCook@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project ‐ Final SEIR 
 
We anticipate the release of the Final Subsequent EIR for the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion 
Project on Friday September 4.  Here is a rundown of the notification process: 

 The Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Final SEIR will be published in the Sacramento Bee on 
September 4 and the Auburn Journal on September 9.   

 We will work with the PIO on a press release. 

 A copy of the NOA will be mailed to over 6,000 property owners in the vicinity of Hidden Falls 
and the expansion area.   

 Emails will be sent to anyone who has provided their email address requesting to be notified 
and standard distribution lists. 

 Flash drives of the document will be sent to commenters who provided an address.   

 CDRA will be uploading the document to the State Clearinghouse for posting.   

 Hard copies of the document will be available at the Clerk/Recorder’s Office.  We are looking at 
additional posting places for hard copies in lieu of the libraries that are still closed. 

 We will also provide 2 hard copies to the Protect Rural Placer Group as we did for the draft 
document. 

 
We are planning to present the project to the Parks Commission on September 17 and the Planning 
Commission on September 24 for their recommendations.  Both meetings will be in the evening and will 
be held in the Planning Commission Hearing Room.   
 
Please let me know if you have any questions about the Project and remaining public process.  We will 
update if anything changes. 
 
Andy Fisher, Parks Administrator 
Placer County | Department of Public Works | Parks and Grounds Division 
Address 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 220, Auburn, CA 95603 
(530) 889-6819 office | (530) 613-5568 cell | (530) 889-6809 fax | placer.ca.gov 
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From: anton stinauer <snowmanace@fastkat.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 1:40 PM 
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of 
Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR Review Comments 
 

Good Day, Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors, 
and Planning Commission, 
 
I am a longtime resident of; Rural Lincoln, the Pleasant Hill Road Firewise Community and 
residing less than 2 miles south of Hidden Fall Park. 
Please find attached my concerns regarding the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion 
DSEIR . 
 
Stay Safe, 
Anton Stinauer 
4131 Pleasant Hill Road, Lincoln CA 
 
 
 
 
Date: May 20, 2020  
 
To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors,  
Planning Commission, and Parks Division 
 
From: Anton Stinauer, 4131 Pleasant Hill Road, Lincoln, CA 95648 
 
Subject: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR Review Comments 
 
As a longtime resident of; Rural Lincoln, the Pleasant Hill Road Firewise Community and residing less than 2 
miles south of Hidden Fall Park, I am writing you today to refute the above Subject document.  
 
This DSEIR, as with the previous HFRP EIR, makes weak assumptions and does not take into consideration the 
full impact that this project will have upon the residents, roads, environment, habitat, agriculture, and fire danger 
of the nearby communities.  
 
SPECIFIC ISSUES THAT THAT IMPACT MY NEIGHBORHOOD AND ME ARE:  
 
A - Wildfire: 
 
SDEIR Paragraph 16.2.3 WILDFIRE CLASSIFICATION AND BEHAVIOR 

 The SDEIR contains no discussion regarding a fire danger rating system and how a fire danger 
rating will affect dispatch of equipment for initial attack. 

 The SDEIR fails to identify and disclose that the HFRP Expansion area has been classified by CAL 
FIRE as a WILDLAND URBAN INTERFACE, an area with the greatest potential for loss of lives and 
structures. 

 The SDEIR contains no discussion regarding what constitutes red flag conditions. 
 The SDEIR contains no discussion regarding Park administrative action, such as closing the Park to 

visitors, during red flag conditions. 
 The SDEIR contains very limited discussion regarding potential rate of spread as influenced by 

topography, fuels and weather. Rate of spread is concerning as it related to evacuation and the 
welfare or safety of the community. 

SDEIR Paragraph 16.2.4 FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES 
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 The SDEIR contains no discussion or correlation between fire hazard severity levels in the 
expansion area as those severity levels relate to the manner of interpretation witnessed by PG&E 
actions and actions of insurance companies.  

 PG&E and fire insurance companies regard the area as laden with great risk.  PG&E addresses this 
with planned power outages during red flag conditions. Insurance companies address this with more 
and more homeowner policy cancellations.  

SDEIR Paragraph 16.4.2 EMERGENCY RESPONSE/EMERGENCY EVACUATION 

 An estimated 6,000 residences in proximity to HFRP and the Trails Expansion area could be 
affected by fire under red flag conditions. During the 49 Fire (August 2009) Bell Road was 
impassable.  

 No evidence or data is provided in the SDEIR giving any information about the number of driveways 
and side roads along Bell, Cramer, Lone Star and Garden Bar and the potential total number of 
vehicles that could be merging to evacuate all at one time.  

 Effective evacuation and emergency vehicle response via Cramer, Bell, Lone Star Roads and 
Garden Bar would be a significant problem as area residents and Park visitor vehicles and horse 
trailer rigs attempt to exit the parking lots.  Evacuation from area wineries and the Auburn Valley 
golf course would further add to the confusion/grid lock! 

 

SDEIR Paragraph 16.6 MITIGATION MEASURES 

 The SDEIR states, “The potential exists for the project to expose people to an uncontrolled 
wildfire and to exacerbate risk of wildfire during construction, maintenance, and public use of trail 
system.” 

 The SDEIR fails to provide evidence that the mitigation measures will diminish that 
 increased risk. 

 The purchase of a Lightweight Rescue Vehicle (LRV) is noted; cost information for the 
vehicle and staff is missing and no evidence exists that the LRV can or will reduce 
incidence of wildfires. What is the actual projected cost of the LRV and annual cost of the 
staffing that would operate it? 

 Missing from the SDEIR is how visitors will be policed for illegal camping, campfires, 
BBQs, smoking, running dogs off leash, harassing livestock, and myriad similar problems 
when California Land Management “Rangers” will be the relied upon enforcement group. 

 Are multiple “Ranger” on site every day? 
 What will be the annual cost of the additional “Rangers”? 
 Fuel mitigation, as stated, does not reduce the chance for ignition of fires.  
 The SDEIR unjustly appears to speculate that future incidence of wildland fire will correlate 

with the past 55 years of fire history in the area. There is no correlation because the trail 
expansion area was privately held land free of visitor impact during most of those years. 

B - Transportation and Circulation 
 

 Ref. SDEIR Executive Summary, page 2-21, Table 2-1. “Summary of Project Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures” states as follows:  
 - “Impacts - The proposed project is inconsistent with the MTP/SCS land use plan. The 
proposed project would result in a significant impact” 

  - “Mitigation Measurements -No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce 
VMT of the proposed project.” 
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The increase in VTM will significantly impact the Safety and Risk to thousands of residents 
and Visitors for miles surrounding this project. 

 

 
Based upon the information in the DSEIR, the assumptions contained therein, and the negative impacts to the 
many communities who were not included in any of the 15-year planning…….  
 
   “I REQUEST THAT YOU REJECT THIS PROJECT” 
 
Please include my letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 
 
Thank you, 
Anton Stinauer 
4131 Pleasant Hill Road, Lincoln CA 95648 
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From: anton stinauer <snowmanace@fastkat.com>  
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:37 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Megan Wood <MWood@placer.ca.gov>; 
Robert Weygandt <RWeygand@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment For Board of Supervisors Meeting 28 July 2020, Re. Hidden Falls SEIR 
Additional Funding 
 

Good Day Placer County Supervisors, 

It is time to stop the bleeding of our County Tax dollars to expand Hidden Falls Regional 
Park. The request for $73,300 for additional SEIR Consultant work will bring the SEIR cost 
to over $500,000!! The total Tax Payer monies wasted on Park Expansion to date could 
have been put to good use to solve a host of pressing needs within the county that would 
benefit the majority of our population. As you know, the Tax Payer monies spent to date, on 
the Trail Expansion of the Hidden Falls Regional Park, will benefit very few of Placer 
County’s population. 

I believe that it is critical and imperative that the Supervisors make the fiscally prudent and 
responsible decision, that benefits the vast majority of Placer County Residents/Tax Payers, 
and not spend any more Tax Payer monies for the Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion 
Project and place this Project on hold.  

Yes, during these unsettled times in our County, State and Country our Supervisors and 
County staff need to look at every department’s budget and expenditures, ensuring that Tax 
Payer dollars are efficiently spent on the current pressing health, safety, economic and 
educational needs of Placer County residents. 

Thank you for your support, 

Stay Safe and Healthy,  

Anton Stinauer - Pleasant Hill Rd. Firewise Community Coordinator and Greater Lincoln Fire 
Safe Council Member 

4131 Pleasant Hill Road, Lincoln, CA. 
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From: Louise Fry <blfry@live.com>  
Sent: Saturday, September 5, 2020 4:06 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Jim Holmes <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 
 
 
Hi Jim and Cindy,  We saw you about 10 days ago in Bel Air and ask you what was happening on Hidden 
Falls and you said you hadn’t heard any thing.  Then on Friday when they closed Hidden Falls due to 
extream fire danger they showed the New Entrance to Twilignt Ride on television, I believe it was 
Channel 3.  Then we get and email from the county.  What a big disappointment that ALL our efforts 
were invane, and our beautiful rural area is going to be destroyed.  I am so tired of being told by the 
government what we can and can not do.  I thought the two of you were on our side, but I guess not.  To 
bad you don’t live out here so you would understand more.  I know your close Jim but not close 
enough.  We will see what happens next time you or any of you run for supervisor. 
 
Bob and Louise Fry 
 
 
 

487



 
From: Bonnie McAdams <bmcadams11@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 3:52 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Project 
 
Board Members, 
 
I am truly surprised and disappointed in your decision to move forward with the Hidden Falls Expansion 
Project, completely disregarding the safety of the residents in this area and at a time when many folks 
are already having difficulties because of the business lockdown and loss of jobs. 
 
There have been many meetings where you have heard presentations from residents stating their case, 
listing the challenges this decision brings and, in some cases, expressing fear. 
 
I would be remiss in not mentioning the extreme wildfire risk which PG&E seems to be taking seriously, 
but you have completely ignored. To deny this risk when so many folks in this area have actually lost 
their fire insurance, is criminal. 
 
It would seem that we just have to endure another decision that places the Placer County residents 
behind whatever motive you have for moving forward. 
 
 
 

Bonnie McAdams 
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From: Windsor, Candy <cwindsor@DowneyBrand.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 4:02 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; 
Supervisor Gore <SupervisorGore@placer.ca.gov>; Robert Weygandt <RWeygand@placer.ca.gov>; Jim 
Holmes <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Kirk Uhler <KUhler@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; 'mfrancois@rutan.com' <mfrancois@rutan.com>; Oehlschlager, Kathryn 
<koehlschlager@downeybrand.com>; Quinn, Meghan <mquinn@downeybrand.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on DEIR - Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project

Ms. Herrington,

Please find attached correspondence from Kathryn Oehlschlager in connection with the above-referenced 
subject.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Ms. Oehlschlager.

Candy Windsor
Legal Secretary to Kathryn Oehlschlager and Natalie Kirkish

 
Downey Brand LLP
455 Market Street, Suite 1500
San Francisco, CA 94105
415.848.4800 Main
415.848.4832 Direct
415.848.4833 Fax
cwindsor@DowneyBrand.com
www.downeybrand.com 

______________________________________________________________________
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This communication and any accompanying 
document(s) are confidential and privileged.  They are intended for 
the sole use of the addressee.  If you receive this transmission in 
error, you are advised that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or 
the taking of any action in reliance upon the communication is 
strictly prohibited.  Moreover, any such inadvertent disclosure shall 
not compromise or waive the attorney-client privilege as to this 
communication or otherwise.  If you have received this communication 
in error, please contact our IS Department at its Internet address 
(is@downeybrand.com), or by telephone at (916)444-1000x5325. Thank 
you. 
______________________________________
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Kathryn L. Oehlschlager 
koehlschlager@downeybrand.com 
415.848.4820 Direct 
415.848.4821 Fax 

Downey Brand LLP 
455 Market Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
415.848.4800 Main 
downeybrand.com 

 

May 20, 2020 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY 
 
Shirlee Herrington 
Environmental Coordination Services 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 
E-Mail: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 

 

 
Re: Comments - Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project 
 

Dear Ms. Herrington: 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Placer County Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Network 
Expansion Project (the “Proposed Project”).  These comments are being provided on behalf of 
my client, Harvego Real Estate LLC (HRE).  This letter follows up on, and incorporates by 
reference, my February 27, 2017, July 5, 2018, and February 21, 2019 letters regarding Placer 
County’s (County) January 30, 2017, and June 4, 2018 Notices of Preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (NOP) and public scoping meeting. 

As a prefatory matter, the County continues to ignore the legal and physical challenges 
associated with the proposed routes of access to the Proposed Project.  According to the DEIR, 
the public would access certain newly developed park areas via two privately owned roads: 
Auburn Valley Road and Curtola Ranch Road.  The County holds certain limited easement rights 
to use the portion of Curtola Ranch Road that is owned and operated by HRE to access the 
Proposed Project site; however, the existing easement expressly states that, until the County 
undertakes significant physical road improvements, the County’s use of the road is limited to 
“non-public uses.”  Accordingly, the County does not have the right to undertake Phase 1 of the 
Proposed Project, which does not propose any road improvements, but states that the County will 
conduct docent-led tours as often as once per day.  Pursuant to an agreement with HRE, the 
Placer Land Trust may currently conduct docent-led tours no more than once a month; the 
County has no right to conduct these tours at all.  The DEIR ignores this fact, stating only that 
“changes to existing easement terms would need to be made prior to allowance of the proposed 
Phase 2 uses.”  (DEIR, 3-36.)  The County also proposes an entry gate and ranger kiosk but 
omits any detail regarding how it would obtain the rights to place these elements on private 
property.  
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Furthermore, in order to use Curtola Ranch Road (and the privately owned Auburn Valley Road) 
in the manner contemplated in the DEIR, major improvements would be required; even if the 
County could obtain the legal right to use the road as described in the DEIR, many of the 
required improvements would be cost-prohibitive, if not physically impossible.  The County has 
not engaged with HRE to discuss its apparent plans to convert the portion of Curtola Ranch Road 
that runs across HRE’s property—a narrow, private road with limited capacity traversing 
extremely difficult terrain—into a public throughway that could accommodate hundreds of daily 
trips.  The County should not continue analyzing a project that it has neither the legal right nor 
the physical ability to build.   

In addition, the DEIR fails to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq., and its implementing regulations, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, § 15000 et seq. (CEQA Guidelines).  The Proposed Project is an entirely 
new project—not a revision or addition to the previous Hidden Falls Regional Park Project—yet 
the County improperly attempts to circumvent environmental review by preparing a Subsequent 
EIR instead of a wholly new EIR.  In addition, the DEIR violates CEQA in that: (1) the project 
description is incomplete; (2) impacts are measured against an improper baseline; (3) it fails to 
fully analyze and mitigate for environmental impacts; (4) it lacks an adequate discussion of 
alternatives.  Accordingly, the County should revise and recirculate the DEIR. 

I. Use of a Subsequent EIR is Inappropriate. 

Because the Proposed Project is a new project, rather than a change to the Hidden Falls Regional 
Park Project, a stand-alone EIR is required.  Reliance on prior environmental review is 
appropriate where the new proposal represents a change or addition to the previous project, and 
“the original environmental document retains some informational value despite the proposed 
changes.”  (Friends of the College of San Mateo Gardens v. San Mateo County Community 
College District (2016) 1 Cal.5th 937, 951-952.)  Here, the Proposed Project is in an entirely 
different location, encompassing 1,000 acres that are geographically remote (as to some portions 
of the Proposed Project, six miles away) from the existing Hidden Falls Regional Park.  Indeed, 
much of the Proposed Project is located within an entirely new watershed, as demonstrated in the 
below figure.  (DEIR, 11-3.)   
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As explained below, by preparing a Subsequent EIR, the County is attempting to skirt CEQA’s 
substantive requirements, using an improper baseline and relying on outdated environmental 
surveys.  It is inappropriate for the County to rely on any portion of the Hidden Falls Regional 
Park Project EIR, and the County must prepare a new EIR to evaluate the Proposed Project.   

II. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Describe the Proposed Project. 

The DEIR does not adequately describe the Proposed Project, ignoring significant amounts of 
development and construction that will be required for public access, and associated impacts. 

CEQA defines a “project” as the “whole of an action” that may result in direct, indirect, or 
reasonably foreseeable environmental changes.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15378.)  CEQA, therefore, 
prohibits an environmental document from narrowly defining a project to avoid consideration of 
all the project’s impacts.  (See e.g. San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Ctr. v. County of 
Stanislaus (1994) 27 CA4th 713.)  However, here, the DEIR does exactly that.  According to the 
DEIR,  
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The proposed project would develop phased recreation and access facilities on the 
979-acre former Spears Ranch property and would expand the existing parking 
area on the Didion Ranch portion of the Park to provide opportunities for passive 
recreation (i.e., hiking, biking, horseback riding) on the entire 1,200-acre Hidden 
Falls Regional Park. In addition, the project would improve access to the western 
portion of the property, including an on-site staging/parking area with access from 
Garden Bar Road.  

(DEIR, 3-5.)  But the project description and analysis fail to account for access to other proposed 
entry points to the expanded areas of the park, which are described elsewhere in the DEIR.  For 
instance, the DEIR’s Executive Summary indicates that the Proposed Project would  

Provide three new points of access to the [proposed] expanded trail network 
system, with parking areas supported by trailhead amenities . . . New points of 
parking and access are proposed at Harvego Bear River Preserve off Curtola 
Ranch Road for access to the northern areas of the trail network, on the Twilight 
Ride property off of Bell Road to provide access midway through the expansion 
areas, as well as the parking area on the Garden Bar 40 parcel for access to the 
western end.  

(DEIR, 2-1.)  Despite the DEIR’s references to development of additional entry points, there is 
no meaningful discussion of the impacts of improvements necessary to allow this kind of access.    

The relevant portion of Curtola Road, which runs across a large swath of HRE property, is a 
private, unimproved, narrow gravel road featuring steeply sloping sides that traverses a narrow 
earthen dam prior to entry to the Harvego Bear River Preserve.  A significant part of the road 
follows alongside an open water canal, which conveys valuable Nevada Irrigation District (NID) 
water and excess flood flows.  Easements for access to Harvego Bear River Preserve over 
Curtola Ranch Road require that the County improve that road prior to public use, and even if it 
were not legally required, the road is not currently safe or adequate for the trips contemplated by 
the Proposed Project.  It is unclear whether the portion of the road that traverses an earthen dam 
could even be made safe for the traffic proposed by this Project.  Accordingly, significant 
improvements will need to be made, and—given that that the road is flanked by an irrigation 
canal on one side and a steep slope on the other, and crosses a dam—those improvements will 
involve a massive amount of engineering and construction, if they are even possible.   

Yet, the project description fails to provide any meaningful discussion of the necessary updates 
to Curtola Ranch Road.  The DEIR provides only that “the PLT and County may allow general 
public use of the access easement on Curtola Ranch Road only after an all-weather roadway 
surface of not less than 20 feet in width is constructed.”  (DEIR, 3-35.)  The DEIR discusses 
minor improvements to Curtola Ranch road as part of Project Phase 2, but these improvements 
do not meet the standards set forth in the County’s easement agreement with HRE.  The DEIR 
lacks detail regarding the major construction necessary to conduct those improvements, and this 
omission pervades the entire DEIR, undermining the analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions, traffic impacts, impacts to water quality, and impacts to biological resources, among 
others.  The DEIR must be revised to include an adequate project description. 
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III. The DEIR Uses an Improper Baseline.  

The DEIR uses an improper baseline for purposes of evaluating Proposed Project impacts.  
CEQA generally requires that baseline environmental conditions be described in the EIR as they 
exist when the NOP is published.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a).)  Contrary to this standard 
practice, the DEIR states, at section 1.4:  

According to Section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines, baseline conditions 
are normally defined as the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of 
the project as they exist at the time that the NOP is published.  A lead agency may 
also use permit limits as baseline only where an action modifies a prior project 
that had CEQA review and the facts support it (i.e., reaching the limit is not 
hypothetical).  In the case of this SEIR, baseline condition assumes the HFRP 
is fully developed and operational.  Therefore, the environmental setting 
described in the SEIR is directed toward conditions within the HFRP Trail 
Expansion Project Area.  This approach to the environmental setting is consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 which states the lead agency should use the 
baseline that provides the most accurate picture practically possible of the 
project’s impacts, including conditions expected when the project becomes 
operational.  

(DEIR, section 1.4 [emphasis added].)  The DEIR’s approach to baseline is directly contrary to 
law.  The California Supreme court specifically proscribed use of a “permit limits” projected 
baseline in Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 320-21.  In a later decision, the California Supreme Court 
clarified the very narrow circumstances in which use of a projected baseline may be permitted, 
and none of those circumstances exist here.  (See Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro 
Line Constr. Auth. (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 451-53.) 

The DEIR also improperly evaluates the Proposed Project’s impacts based in part on the 
environmental setting described in the 2009 EIR prepared for the Hidden Falls Regional Park 
Project, but there is no indication that the baseline for that document—prepared more than a 
decade ago—is reflective of current conditions at the site.  The County initially published the 
NOP for the Proposed Project on January 30, 2017, and later revised and reissued that document 
on June 4, 2018.  Thus, the environmental setting described in the EIR should reflect conditions 
as they were in 2017, at the earliest.  Accordingly, the DEIR must be revised and recirculated, 
with all impacts measured against an appropriate baseline.  

IV. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate for Project Impacts.  

A. The DEIR is Inadequate with Regard to Biological Impacts.  

The DEIR improperly analyzes biological impacts based on surveys that are outdated and, in 
some instances, reflect conditions in a geographically remote area.  For instance, the DEIR relies 
on surveys conducted in 2005 to assess impacts to special status fish species, such as Central 
Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon.  (DEIR, 12-27.)  Based on those surveys, the DEIR 
concludes that these two special status species are only “likely to occur” or “could occur,” 
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respectively.  The DEIR also relies on 2005 surveys to determine impacts with regard to western 
pond turtle, a species known to occur in the Proposed Project area.  (DEIR, 12-27.)  The DEIR 
must use updated information to describe the current environmental conditions within the 
Proposed Project area, so that the public and decisionmakers can understand the true impacts of 
the Project on those resources.1 

B. The DEIR Fails to Analyze the Proposed Project’s Impacts to Water Quality. 

The DEIR fails to appropriately analyze water quality, including the following potentially 
significant environmental impacts that may result from the Proposed Project:  

 Development and significant expansion of access roads and parking areas may result in 
impacts to water quality.  As discussed above in Section II, the DEIR fails to describe 
necessary improvements to access roads, such as Curtola Ranch Road.  Because Curtola 
Ranch Road is adjacent to a canal that conveys valuable NID water to the Bear River, any 
construction along or on that road has the potential to degrade water quality.    

 Development and expansion of access roads may result in flooding, yet the DEIR fails to 
analyze these impacts related to flooding in a meaningful way.  Storm flows are collected 
and transported via a canal, and beneath an earthen dam.  Flow direction varies based on 
time of year and the volume of water in the canal; in high precipitation years, the canal’s 
reverse flows have caused the storm flows to overtop the banks of the canal, flooding 
local areas.  The DEIR must address this issue.  

 Equestrian access to trails within the Proposed Project impact area may result in impacts 
to water quality due to increased bacteria loading.  By permitting equestrian activities 
near the Bear River and Raccoon Creek, the Proposed Project could degrade water, some 
of which may be designated as drinking water.  

 Trail use by all users within the Proposed Project impact area may result in impacts to 
water quality in the Bear River, given that a portion of the expansion area and proposed 
trail are adjacent thereto.  Even though much of the Proposed Project is in the Bear River 
watershed, the DEIR only identifies potential impacts to Raccoon Creek.  (See Impact 11-
2, DEIR, 11-14.)  The DEIR must disclose, analyze and mitigate the potentially 
significant impacts to the Bear River, and its watershed. 

The DEIR must be revised to discuss the above list of potential impacts to surface water quality 
and then be recirculated. 

                                                 
1 The baseline for other species is also set through data gathered significantly earlier than the 
date on which the NOP for the Proposed Project was released, such as ringtail (2010-2013),  
yellow-breasted chat (2007-2008), and yellow warbler (2010-2013).  
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C. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze GHG Emissions and Impacts to Air 
Quality.  

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts associated with GHG Emissions. As mentioned 
above, the fact that the project description omits critical details about necessary improvements to 
the access roads, including Curtola Ranch Road, fundamentally undermines this analysis; the 
equipment required to undertake those improvements will emit substantial GHGs, which must be 
incorporated in the DEIR’s calculations.   

In addition, the DEIR improperly relies upon a threshold of significance that is not appropriate 
for this type of development project.  The DEIR simply states that, because the Placer County 
Air Pollution Control District does not have a specific threshold of significance for “parks,” the 
County is entitled to rely upon the extremely high bright-line threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e 
annually.  (DEIR, 15-15.)  However, the DEIR offers no justification for this threshold and no 
explanation of how it purports to achieve the ambitious GHG reduction goals promulgated by the 
State of California for 2020, 2035, and 2050.  The GHG analysis is woefully inadequate.  

Similarly, the analysis of air quality emissions must be revised.  The omission of key 
construction activities from the DEIR translates into artificially low estimates of air quality 
emissions, including criteria pollutants.  These calculations must be revised to take into account 
construction emissions, and this addition will inevitably result in potentially significant impacts.  
Accordingly, pursuant to the California Supreme Court’s Decision in Sierra Club v. County of 
Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 518-521, an evaluation of health effects associated with those 
emissions is required.    

D. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Wildfire Risk and Emergency Access.  

The DEIR does not adequately analyze and mitigate the risk of catastrophic wildfire that will be 
created by bringing hundreds of users into this pristine, densely vegetated, open space area.  The 
additional park visitors are likely to substantially increase the risk of wildfires in the Proposed 
Project’s area of impacts, especially given that: (1) most wildfires have anthropogenic causes; (2) 
much of the expansion area has steeply sloping topography along trails, waterways, and access 
roads; and (3) CAL-Fire has assigned much of the expansion area a high fire risk designation, 
with certain adjacent areas designated as severe fire risk.  (See DEIR, 16-5, 16-6.)  The DEIR’s 
only mitigation for these foreseeable and significant impacts during park operation are: (1) 
installation of 12,000-gallon water tanks onsite; and (2) one additional emergency vehicle.  
These mitigation measures are woefully inadequate when compared with the extent of fire risk, 
especially given the speed with which the water tanks would be depleted in the event of a 
wildfire. 

The DEIR also fails to provide sufficient emergency access to the expansion area, and to 
appropriately update evacuation plans that would apply in the event of a wildfire.  The Proposed 
Project would add hundreds of parking spaces, meaning that potentially hundreds of recreational 
park users would need to be evacuated in the event of a fire, and adding the need for emergency 
vehicles to enter in the event of injuries or other emergencies.  According to the DEIR, 
“proposed emergency access/maintenance roads would provide better emergency access to all 
portions of the project area than occurs now, including those across Raccoon Creek.”  (DEIR, 
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16-10.)  This is an irrelevant metric; under current conditions, there are few, if any, park users; 
thus it is not enough to state that emergency access would be better than it is now.  The DEIR 
must be revised to include an emergency access and evacuation plan to ensure the safety of 
visitors.   By omitting any evacuation planning from the DEIR, the County fails to prioritize the 
safety of visitors and residents in the areas surrounding the park.   

E. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Impacts Associated with 
Hazardous Substances. 

The DEIR fails to disclose and mitigate all reasonably foreseeable impacts associated with the 
potential presence of hazardous substances.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) 
were developed for two of the properties incorporated into the expansion area: (1) the Harvego 
Preserve property; and (2) the Taylor Ranch property.  (DEIR, 14-3.)  “Field reconnaissance of 
the [Taylor Ranch] property identified a lode mine with vertical shaft covered at the surface with 
vegetation and other inert debris (wood, concrete, vegetation, and miscellaneous trash), a waste 
rock pile, and associated structures located at the eastern boundary of parcel 026-120-028-000, 
north of Raccoon Creek.”  Therefore, a Phase II ESA was conducted for this property.  (Id.)   

Based on the results of these studies, it is reasonably foreseeable that soil above Environmental 
Screening Levels could be present at the Proposed Project site.  The DEIR recognizes the 
potential for such soil to exist at the Taylor Ranch property, stating that “[i]f the load gold mine, 
inert debris, and waste rock would be in close proximity to a project facility, it would be 
removed during construction and would therefore not pose a hazard to the public.”  (DEIR, 14-
15.)  Although such soils would need to be disposed at an appropriate off-site landfill, the DEIR 
does not analyze impacts of that disposal, including GHGs, air emissions, and traffic impacts.  

Moreover, Mitigation Measure 14-2: Prepare and Implement a Safety Hazard Plan and Conduct 
Soil Sampling, fails to incorporate concrete standards to guide development of mitigation 
measures.  It is improper for lead agencies to defer formulation of mitigation programs by simply 
requiring future studies to determine the feasibility of mitigation.  (Fairview Neighbors v. County 
of Ventura (1998) 198 Cal.App.4th 238, 244.)  Despite CEQA’s clear prohibition on deferred 
mitigation, the DEIR does exactly that.  The DEIR must be updated to disclose, analyze, and 
mitigate all potentially significant impacts associated with development of park features within 
the expansion area. 

F. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Impacts to Agriculture 
and Land Use. 

The DEIR’s analysis of impacts to agriculture and land use are flawed for at least two reasons.  

First, the DEIR inaccurately concludes that the Proposed Project will not have significant 
impacts to agriculture and land use.  According to the CEQA Guidelines, a project may have a 
significant impact if it involves changes to the existing environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of farmland, to non-agricultural use.   

The DEIR acknowledges that, “[t]he Harvego Preserve is home to a working cattle ranch and the 
Taylor Ranch, Kotomyan Preserve, and Outman Preserve support cattle grazing.”  (DEIR, 4-2.)  
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While “[t]he current owner of the Twilight Ride property allows grazing on a seasonal basis.”  
(Id.)  However, the DEIR fails to account for the Proposed Project’s potential to result in the 
conversion of these parcels’ current use from farmland to outdoor recreation uses alone due to 
increased public access to these properties, and the impacts of such access. 

Park staff have stated that 90% of visitors to Hidden Falls Regional Park generally remain within 
the first mile of trails.  Thus, the majority of visitors entering at the Twilight Ride trailhead will 
remain on the Taylor Ranch Preserve, an existing cattle operation, which is only 310 acres.  The 
preserve is likely to be over-run with and adversely impacted by a large number of visitors, 
including hikers, cyclists, equestrians, and their dogs.  In addition, the concentration of visitors in 
the first several miles of trails is likely to significantly impact area cattle and agricultural 
operations, and could result in the discontinuation of ranching on impacted parcels. 

Second, the DEIR fails to adequately address the Proposed Project’s inconsistency with Placer 
County General Plan goals and policies.  A General Plan operates as a “constitution for all future 
developments;” land use decision-making must therefore be consistent with the General Plan and 
its policies.  (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 570.)  
Consequently, if a project “will frustrate the General Plan’s goals and policies, it is inconsistent 
with the County’s General Plan unless it also includes definite affirmative commitments to 
mitigate the adverse effect(s).”  (Napa Citizens for honest Government v. Napa County Board of 
Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 378-81.)   

The Proposed Project would frustrate several of the General Plan’s goals and policies, including: 

 GOAL 7.A: To provide for the long-term conservation and use of agriculturally-
designated lands.   

 Policy 7.A.1: The County shall protect agriculturally-designated areas from conversion 
to non-agricultural uses.  

 Policy 7.A.3: The County shall encourage continued and, where possible, increased 
agricultural activities on lands suited to agriculture uses.  

 GOAL 7.B: To minimize existing and future conflicts between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses in agriculturally-designated areas.  

The Proposed Project will develop enhanced access to areas that are currently used for cattle 
grazing.  Given that most of the park visitors will remain concentrated in small areas of the park 
currently used for cattle grazing, which are close to the park’s entrance, those visitors have the 
potential to stress cattle, compromising the viability of continued agricultural use.  By adding 
two hundred ninety-five (295) additional parking spaces for park access, the Proposed Project 
will permit potentially thousands of visitors to simultaneously be present within the confines of 
the park.  (DEIR, Table 3-1.)  This is inconsistent with the General Plan policies aimed at 
preservation of agriculture and agriculturally-designated areas, as well as policies encouraging 
increased agricultural activities.   
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V. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Alternatives.  

The DEIR’s alternatives analysis is fundamentally flawed.  A proper analysis of feasible 
alternatives is essential to comply with CEQA’s mandate that significant environmental damage 
be avoided or substantially lessened where feasible.  (Pub. Res. Code § 21002; CEQA 
Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 15126(d); Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount 
Shasta (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 443-45.)  The DEIR ignores this mandate. 

According to the DEIR, “the environmentally superior alternative. . .is Alternative 2, Reduced 
Trailhead Amenities Alternative,” which is essentially a reduced alternative of the Proposed 
Project that would allow some access and improvements but scale back the proposed parking and 
amenities.  (DEIR, 17-5, 7-14.)  Alternative 2 fully achieves most of the project objectives, while 
eliminating or reducing several of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project.  Specifically, the reductions in build-out associated with Alternative 2 would: 

 Alleviate the severity of significant project impacts to the visual character of Garden Bar 
Road;  

 Disturb less land and result in the removal of fewer trees, thus reducing certain 
significant and unavoidable impact to visual resources; 

 Substantially reduce vehicle trips on local roads, thus reducing the significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with vehicle miles travelled; 

 Generate fewer air emissions during both construction and operation; and 

 Decrease activity at the three new proposed trailheads, resulting in less demand for public 
services and utilities.  (DEIR, 17-14, 17-15). 

The DEIR summarily dismisses this alternative because “it would not go as far toward meeting 
the project objectives as fewer visitors could be accommodated.”  (DEIR, 17-14.)  This analysis 
does not comply with the mandates of CEQA; if the County were to approve any Project, CEQA 
requires it to select Alternative 2.   

VI. The DEIR Must Be Recirculated 

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require recirculation of a DEIR where: (1) significant new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the DEIR, but 
before certification, or (2) the DEIR is so “fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.” (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088.5.)  Here, the public and decision-makers cannot assess the Proposed 
Project’s impacts based on the DEIR, which has numerous fundamental deficiencies. 
 
HRE looks forward to working with the County to ensure that the newly proposed Hidden Falls 
Regional Park appropriately balances the County’s desire to provide enhanced recreation 
opportunities with the health, safety, and economic well-being of the County’s residents, while 
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preserving the area’s historic agricultural way of life.  Please do not hesitate to contact me if you 
have any questions or concerns. 
 
With kind regards, 
 
DOWNEY BRAND LLP 
 

 
 
Kathryn L. Oehlschlager 

 

 
 
KLO:MQ 

 

cc:  Placer County Planning Commissioners (Clerk: scolbert@placer.ca.gov) 

 Placer  County Board of Supervisors (bos@placer.ca.gov) 

 Supervisor Bonnie Gore (SupervisorGore@placer.ca.gov) 

 Supervisor Robert Weygandt (rweygand@placer.ca.gov) 

 Supervisor Jim Holmes (jholmes@placer.ca.gov) 

 Supervisor Kirk Uhler (kuhler@placer.ca.gov) 

 Supervisor Cindy Gustafson (cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov) 

 Matthew D. Francois (mfrancois@rutan.com)  
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From: Charles Johnson <cjohnson@pretzelpower.net>  
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 5:38 PM 
To: Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of 
Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Report 
 
Hello Ms Gustafson, regarding the counties’ DSEIR,  my wife and I found so many  
incorrect statements in this report however we will only address a couple.  The traffic 
report for Lonestar Rd is very erroneous.  There is barely enough space for two cars 
coming from opposite directions to pass by each other. With the addition of horse 
trailers being driven on this road, you have accidents just waiting to happen.  The 
striping the County had painted on the road doesn’t make the road any wider nor does 
it make it any safer. We are baffled that a traffic analysis expert could state in writing 
that this road is safe.  Also the fire danger in this area is extremely high. There is no way 
cars can exit in a timely manner should we have a fire or any other emergency.  In the 
2009 fire people were unable to drive to safety. The congestion of extra numbers of cars 
and trailers trying  to exit the area will decrease our chances of getting out safely. This 
should definitely be a concern for the County Supervisors in light of the very tragic 
Paradise fire.  
Thank you for your consideration of these very critical concerns that need to be 
addressed. 
Respectfully, Charles Johnson  
 
 
Charles J Johnson 
Pretzel Power Inc  
510.377.2999 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Dave Christensen <ccdc1220@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, September 5, 2020 9:12 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion 
 
Hello Board of Supervisors, 
 
I’ve written many letters to let you know why I think Hidden Falls Expansion is NOT in the best interests 
of PLACER COUNTY.  Here’s a review of some of my concerns and worries: 
 
1. The facts show that the majority of people using the property are from out of our county.   Why is this 
needed?  There are already hundred of miles of trails. 
 
2  The expansion brings hundreds more people into an area that is served by narrow, twisting country 
roads.  Fires and winds are unpredictable, and the more people added to a dry woodland, the higher the 
likelihood of fire.  EVACUATION WOULD BE A NIGHTMARE.  Could you live with that???   
 
3. The cost to build the infrastructure may be already put aside, but how about the cost to maintain, 
service, provide security and fire safety for the years to come?   Are first responders adequately 
reimbursed now?  Won’t an increase of personnel be necessary?   
 
4. As an educator I so wish  that all the children in Placer County would have the tools they need to 
learn.  Is internet available to all?  Do all students have chrome books?  With this Covid crisis, these 
essentials are a glaring need.  What can you do to ensure that our students don’t fall 
behind?  Children are the future and should take priority over horse trails. 
 
5.  Please consider the important needs of the majority of your citizens, not those of a special interest 
group.  VOTE NO ON HIDDEN FALLS EXPANSION.   Say yes to small docent‐led groups. 
 
Thank you. 
Claire Haydon Christensen (Auburn native, Proud Placer graduate, retired teacher) 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Susan Lane <lane.susan@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 4:47 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 
 
May 20,2020 
Cornelius and Susan Lane 11380 Lone Star Rd Auburn CA 95602 Sent from my iPhone We are opposed to 
Hidden Falls Expansion. We moved to Auburn 44 years ago and have lived on Lone Star Rd. 37 years. 
Amount of traffic has greatly increased and we can see more danger from more traffic with Hidden Falls. 
Turning in and out of our driveway is dangerous both directions. Highway 49 is like a freeway and we 
have waited 10‐20 minutes to turn out safely. 
We were denied insurance after being with the same company for 40years. After 3 months without 
insurance they reinstated it on a temporary basis. This area is known to be a high fire danger , especially 
after Paradise , they are reluctant to insure. Hidden Falls decision will have a negative impact on 
renewing our insurance. 
Insurance companies have referenced this as a high fire area. And after Paradise they are more reluctant 
to insure in this area. 
We listened to the Public Hearing and it appears there is a lot more questions to be answered. We 
appreciate your work so far and hope there will be another opportunity to make our concerns known 
and hear your answers in person. 
Please include my letter as part of the public comment in the permanent record.  
Thank you, Susan Lane 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Dan Tomich <dttomich@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 8:52 PM 
To: Jim Holmes <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Addition 
 
Hello Jim and Board of Supervisors, 
 
I haven’t spoken to you for quite a while but I still feel the same way that I did when we first exchanged 
emails concerning the Hidden Falls.  I felt you understood my concern about what was planned for the 
Bell Road entry and the traffic on Cramer Road. 
You told me you had been brought up here so I figured you would understand how my neighbors and I 
feel about what the county plans. 
It’s a terrible idea that doesn’t just bring lots of traffic to our narrow road (Cramer Road), it also makes 
the chance of wildfire so more apt to take place.  Several of my neighbors have already  lost their fire 
insurance due to the danger.  Now you want to open up a huge addition to Hidden Falls.  Imagine when 
someone accidentally starts a fire in there . 
You folks are ruining the peace of mind of countless senior citizens that surround this assault on our 
retirement years. 
All we want to do is to live out our years in this place that we love.   Instead of building something for 
folks from out of town, what about thinking about the families that already live in this area.  Please 
don’t let this destroy what we’ve worked our entire lives to achieve. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Dan Tomich 
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From: David Granzella <david@norcalreia.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 10:49 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I am in support of the hidden Falls Trail expansion project 
 
I am in support of the hidden Falls Trail expansion project.  The health and well‐being of all of us that live 
in this community depend on being able to do outdoor activities.  Auburn is regarded as the endurance 
Capitol and it’s part of the allure of this community.  Trails I run and ride on are becoming fewer and 
fewer as they get fenced off by private landowners.  Recent one being the canal that runs along Placer 
Hills Road.  So I think it’s important for the planning commission to consider new trails for the Health 
and vitality of our community.  Thanks for considering my comments! 
 
David Granzella 
 
NorCalREIA  
Northern California Real Estate Investment Association 
Established 2004 
 
O: 916.791.8322 
C: 916.223.5564 
 
David@NorCalREIA.com 
www.NorCalREIA.com 
 
 

 

 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com  
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From: Delana Ruud <druud@inreach.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 11:41 AM 

To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board 

of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments for Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion SDEIR 

 

May 20, 2020  11:37 AM 

 

Please find attached comments re: Section 3.0 Project Description of the Hidden Falls Regional Park 

Trails Expansion SDEIR 

 

 

Thank you,   

 

Delana Ruud 

1080 Cramer Rd. 

Auburn, CA  95602 

To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors, Placer County 

Planning Commission 

From:  Delana Ruud  10800 Cramer Rd, Auburn, CA 95602 

Regarding: Comments for the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion SDEIR 

 

3.0  Project Description 

Pg. 3‐1 

Para 2:  Additional access is not explained.  What & where is it?  …associated uses is not explained .  

What are the associated uses? 

3.1  Project Location 

509



2 
 

Para 2  Fails to note that Big Hill Rd. is a private Road. 

Pg. 3‐4 

3.2.1  Existing Regional Park 

Para 1: Fails to note that the restrooms are porta potties, that there is no running water, no potable 

drinking water, no water for horses or dogs. Fails to note that the well went dry and nothing has been 

done to deepen it or drill a new well. 

Item under Para 3:  Installing a web‐cam with a view…..https://www.placer.ca.gov/2623/Webcam  is the 

wrong address…it has been updated. 

Pg. 3‐5 

 Para 1:  Data from current use has been utilized in this SEIR to evaluate long‐term management 

strategies, provide for sustainable parking solutions that limit impacts on adjoining neighborhoods, 

improve the current user experience, and define future opportunities. How will the impacts be limited?  

What are the management strategies?  What are the future opportunities?  Please explain… 

Pg. 3‐6 

Para 1:  The trail easements in the Harvego Preserve areas are “blanket” in nature….Please 

explain/define “blanket”.  This parcel connects to the other trail expansion areas via an existing 

easement.  What and where is the existing easement? 

Taylor Ranch 

Para 1 :  and is located at the end of Orr Creek Lane… Please explain that Orr Creek Lane is a private road 

beyond the private Oest Cemetery and that there is  NO access to HFRP or any trails via Orr Creek Lane. 

Kotomyan Preserve 

Para 1:  …and is located on New Hope School Road just north of the City of Auburn.  I would hardly call 7 

miles out Hwy 49, turn left on Cramer Rd & proceed west 1.8 miles; turn left on Bell Rd and proceed 

approximately 3/4th of a mile, turn right on Orr Creek Lane and proceed at least 7/8 of a mile SW 

…”JUST” north of Auburn.  It is apparent that the writers did not drive the area so they would have a 

better idea of the locations of the various properties cited in this document. 

Pg. 3‐6 

Liberty Ranch   

Para 1:  with the easement leading to the Harvego Preserve.  The easement comes to a private road (Big 

Hill Rd.)  and does NOT have the right to cross the private road. 

Pg. 3‐10 
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Twilight Ride Property 

Para 1: These negotiations may result in the eventual purchase of the property.  Many believe the 

County illegally entered into a purchase agreement, as they failed to notify contiguous/nearby property 

owners that the County was to hear this possible purchase as an item on the Agenda of a regular Placer 

County Board of Supervisors meeting on May 22, 2018.  Several property owners contested this fact at 

the meeting, but were steamrolled and the vote went forward.  Then we were LIED to, as we were told 

that the completion of the sale would not go forward until after the EIR was completed.  The sale was 

finalized the day after the Draft EIR came out on Feb. 20, 2020.   No wonder people have little trust in 

Government. 

Pg. 3‐11 

Provide expanded opportunities for public passive recreation and educational access without 

overburdening natural resources, local roadways or adjacent communities.  This is pure hogwash.  The 

Draft EIR fails miserably to explain that the 3 roads (Bell, Cramer and Lone Star) that lead to the 

proposed parking lots (Twilight Ride & Harvego) are totally substandard to be able to manage the traffic 

that is expected with these parking sites open 365 days/year dawn to dusk.  This is on top of the traffic 

expected to be generated with the growing Wineries‐Tasting Rooms and Breweries, including one 

winery on Bell Rd. and one just off Cramer Rd, with 4 more on Cramer Rd.in various stages of 

development. LOS and VMT  descriptors fail to tell the real story : that our concern is the quality of the 

roads & not how long one has to wait at an intersection.  These are roads built in the early 1850s as 

wagon roads and hardly upgraded in the intervening years. Bell Rd is now mostly asphalt with a stripe 

down the middle; Lone Star is a combination of asphalt and chip seal with some stretches with a stripe 

down the middle; Cramer is ALL chip seal and is legally too narrow to have a stripe down the middle.  All 

three roads are narrow, with virtually no shoulders and long stretches of ditches along both sides.  They 

are curvy, have many BAD blind curves, are lumpy and demand strong driving skills.  Of the three, 

Cramer Rd. is the worst.  Every one of the 43 families, including me, who live on Cramer Rd. and the 3 

private roads off Cramer, have horror stories of being run off the road on the blind curves. 

The DEIR notes 3 accidents on Cramer Rd. in the last 3 years, but those are only ones that were reported 

to the CHP.  In addition, there is a fabulous curve on Bell Rd, that in the last year 5 cars and one 

motorcycle left the road and went through the fence.  One car failed to even get around the curve, going 

straight ahead and landing on top of a great big rock & crashing into the very substantial PG & E power 

pole that broke and had to be replaced.  Putting in 2 parking lots for 100 cars and 40 truck‐trailer rigs, 

plus all sorts of amenities is anything but overburdening  the  homeowners/property owners, especially 

of the Auburn Valley Country Club or those  property owners along and off Lone Star, Bell & Cramer Rds.  

The burden starts with traffic – stated to be 5‐600 additional vehicles on a busy day on Cramer Rd.  

Would you want that on your street?  I don’t think so.  This is a ranching area, not a zoo or amusement 

park.  Go back to the Bay Area if you want that.   More cars will destroy the tranquility that we the 

people, and livestock expect.  In addition,  we will get more people casing the neighborhood to come in 

& steal anything they can‐ and they will.  It is already happening.   
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Placer Land Trust also doesn’t seem to understand that their first priority is to preserve open space/ag 

land including cattle grazing and not create a monster recreation area to be overrun by hundreds‐

thousands on all the trails 365 days a year dawn to dusk with the interlopers on their own.  People have 

been able to live with the Docent led tours, although those are a pain, but being open 365 days a year 

dawn to dusk is too much for the neighborhood, the wildlife and the land itself.  In addition, they 

absolutely must continue cattle grazing, as that is our second best means of defense from wild fire, as 

grazing cows will diminish the quantity of fine fuels.  The first line of defense is keeping the number of 

hikers/bikers & horse riders very low, especially during fire season.  With climate change and the erratic 

winters and rainfall, we could be looking at a year round fire season, so that is also something to be 

considered. 

Further, going from monthly Docent led hikes, to having hoards of people, bike and horse riders on their 

own on the trails will add additional stress to the cows and their calves. Who is to say they will stay on 

the trails?  Livestock are very wary of people they don’t know and will take off running, which impacts 

the ability of cows to lactate and could send cows and calves through fences.  If there is a loose dog, 

what a great opportunity to join the chase and maul or kill a calf or even a cow.  I could tell you about an 

incident in the area of a Great Dane killing a full grown registered cow that cost the dog’s owner $15,000 

and yes, the dog was also dispatched.  And then there is the matter of the bike and horse riders.  Range 

cows and calves and bikes and dogs either loose on a leash, and strangers on horseback they don’t 

know, just don’t mix. This is not a zoo. 

Then there is the matter of the wildlife. The whole stretch of acreage including HFRP, all the way to the 

Bear River is a critical wildlife corridor between the Sierras and the Valley.  It is vital habitat for 

migratory fowl, including raptors and supports resident populations of endangered species, many of 

whom are unable to co‐exist with dogs, bike and horse riders and people.  Putting bridges over riparian 

corridors will do long term damage to the flora and fauna.  Recreational pursuits puts added stress on 

wildlife and will displace them.  Unfortunately they will have no place to go  ‐ they will simply perish.  

This is the last large undisturbed – unpeopled  acreage in Placer County.  PLEASE DO NOT DESTROY IT, 

JUST SO YOU CAN HAVE BRAGGING RIGHTS that you put in 30 more miles of trails. The wildlife were 

here first.  We respect that – please let them live a normal life. 

Pg. 3‐11 

3.4  2019 ‐  Proposed Project Components 

*  Constructing two additional bridges over Raccoon Creek and one major culvert…..  OK, so where is the 

money coming from?  The County Park budget can’t even take care of current trails and there is tons of 

deferred maintenance.  We are going into a recession – possible  depression, so the planners/budget 

people had best not over‐reach.  As a Placer County taxpayer, I and many others are not happy  paying 

for amenities that are provided for out of county visitors, who pay NO Placer County taxes.  HFRP and 

trails should only be used by those who pay Placer County property taxes. 

Pg. 3‐12 
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Adding parking and access area improvements…  Where is the money coming from and how is long term 

maintenance to be paid for, when there is a long list of deferred maintenance already on the books?  It 

seems to me, this is big‐time over reach…you can’t even take care of what you already have, but are 

putting in even more “wants” and just kicking the can down the road for being able to take care of it.  By 

the way, Auburn Valley Rd and Curtola Rd are private roads that Placer County seems to think they can 

use.  What part of private do you not understand? 

Allowed uses including …..hunting and fishing, depredation hunting…  Hunting in HFRP has never been 

explained .  So is it happening?  If so, when, who is allowed to hunt, what game are they hunting?  The 

Final HFRP EIR stated that hunting would be allowed when the public was not present….strange because 

the public is allowed 365 days/year dawn to dusk.  Shooting hours are very strictly regulated by the CA 

Dept. of Fish and Game and seem to coincide with the hours that HFRP is open to the public…please 

explain. 

Para 1:  Equestrian amenities (horse watering facilities) (with associated restrooms, wells, septic areas…)  

The availability of water via wells in the Lone Star area (as well as at HFRP where the well has gone dry 

and not replaced) is a very testy subject.  Many home owners have had their wells go dry or barely draw 

enough to keep in a holding tank.  So, now you are going to put in wells at two sites that will likely draw 

on already over stressed aquifers that nearby homeowners rely upon.  You had best plan on NO wells – 

NO water available for horse watering, restrooms, people or dogs. 

Pg.  3‐15 

3.4.1  Multi‐Use Trails 

Para. 1:  No motorized vehicles other than maintenance and emergency response vehicles ….would be 

allowed in the trail expansion area.  OK, so what is happening/allowed in HFRP?  I can hear the howling 

from my house.  I paid wazoo bucks for my new electric‐assist bicycle and I can’t use it …huh, what – 

that’s not fair.  Guess what, they have already been spotted at HFRP.   So much for the paid staff doing 

their job. 

Pg.  3‐16 

Para. 2 :  Please explain/define  “blanket” trail easement rights. 

Para. 3:  Additional trails and amenities planned, designed and completed in the future would be 

addressed in future tiered CEQA documents…..please explain: what, when, location where and how they 

will be paid for and maintained and how they will not overburden natural resources, local roadways and 

nearby communities. 

3.4.3  Bridges and Creek Crossings 

Para. 3  Bridge 5 is planned as a….. Will it carry CalFire trucks? 

Pg.  3‐18 
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3.4.4  Parking and Access 

Para 1:  The extent of new and expanded parking areas … is based on an evaluation of parking demand 

at HFRP.   Common sense would say to expand the current parking lot at HFRP or put in a second lot 

further back in, where you have 1200 acres to place more parking instead of ruining/trashing  two more 

rural neighborhoods, overloading Bell, Cramer and Lone Star Rds, and putting drivers at extreme risk of 

being killed on one of the blind curves and causing untold duress to all the homeowners, property 

owners and ranchers in the two areas surrounding the two proposed  parking lot sites (Harvego 

property and Twilight Ride).  Have you thought about that?  In addition to being less expensive, you 

wouldn’t be upsetting the lives of untold families who have lived a quiet life for years.  Somehow, no 

one has given any thought of the impact on all the people who have lived in the Lone Star area for years, 

some for generations, ranched for generations.  Don’t  they deserve something?  While the hikers, 

bikers and horse crowd with a list of “wants” were included in the planning for the expansion for years, 

NONE OF THE CONTIGUOUS OR NEARBY HOME/PROPERTY OWNERS WERE EVER CONTACTED OR 

INVITED TO PARTICIPATE. NOR WAS THE PLACER COUNTY FARM BUREAU OR TAHOE CATTLEMEN’S 

ASSCIATION EVER CONTACTED.  Both organizations oppose the additional parking lots and trail 

expansion.    Not only is the lack of inclusiveness strange, it demonstrates a total lack of manners, public 

relations skills and sensitivity.  But, this type of behavior seems to be typical of how Placer County has 

carried out land‐use decisions for years:  “we’re right, you’re not, we know what is best …blah‐ blah‐ 

blah”.  I have been attending Placer County Board of Supervisor meetings since I was 12 years old and 

have witnessed some of the most incredulous decisions and indecent, shameful public attacks on 

citizens by members of the Board, that not only would curl your hair, but one incident had members of 

the public present encourage the person attacked to file a lawsuit for defamation.   She should have, but 

didn’t. That woman was intelligent‐really smart, was a refined person, who was way ahead of her time, 

a superb public speaker, who as a Stanford Economics  graduate and the wife of a local rancher, who 

understood land use policy and economics probably better than all the members of the Board put 

together.  If she were alive today, I am certain she would totally agree with the message Protect Rural 

Placer is trying to get across to the decision makers.  Someday, when the thoughtful, caring public is 

beaten to a pulp and those in power have paved over and carved up all of the open space that is left in 

Placer County, those in power will retreat to the corner of the room and look at each other and arrive at 

the decision that Pogo put forth years ago, “we have met the enemy and he is us”.  Some may wonder,  

“why didn’t  I have the courage to listen, really listen to those concerned citizens and ranchers  and 

other agriculturists, who have lived in those rural areas, some for years and generations and had the 

courage to work the land, take care of the land and the wildlife and the Oak woodlands….but I didn’t 

and now it is all gone “.  We might as well be living in downtown Sacramento or LA .  But, we don’t, we 

live in the Lone Star district. 

Little can be said of the “professionals” in the Placer County Planning Dept. and the Park Dept.  They 

seemingly have a lack of experience  or recognize that they are the primary role players in the 

implementation and coordination of planning  for public safety for all the stakeholders . They seem to 

not recognize that is their first and last responsibility.  They seem to not care if people on their way to 

the parking lots or trails are slaughtered on Hwy 49 between Dry Creek Rd. and Lone Star Rd (4 fatal 
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accidents from Nov. 2019 to Feb. 2020 – far above the state norm.) ; or are smashed into or run off the 

road into a ditch on a blind curve on Bell, Cramer or Lone Star Rds.  In addition HFRP is located in the 

Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) and further about 2/3 of the 1200 acres is designated a High Risk 

wildfire zone by Cal Fire.  The further north one goes to the Bear River, the worse the risk gets.   Please, 

look at the Cal Fire map.  Why would you put a park and hiking trails in a high risk fire zone, especially as 

we accelerate into climate change and could well be facing wildfire danger year round?   In addition, 

why would you put a trail system further to the north – all the way to the Bear River, where the wild fire 

risk becomes graver along the way?   How many of the people who use HFRP understand that they are 

in a Cal Fire designated high risk wildfire zone?  What has the Park Dept. done to inform the seemingly 

clueless public that they are in a high risk wildfire zone?  All the users seem to know is that the annual 

grasses dry out sometime in May and the hills turn brown and won’t green up until the rains come, 

maybe in October or November.  Oh, and that there are some “No Smoking “ signs.  Sure, if you are a 

smoker or a tweeker, who cares…no one is going to arrest you if you light up.   In addition, has anyone 

done any planning how to notify and evacuate  the hundreds, if not thousands strung out on all the trails 

in case a fire starts somewhere in HFRP and all the way to the Bear River, and how will they along with 

all the people who live in the area be able to safely evacuate?  As far as I know, there is NO evacuation 

plan for those using HFRP or the expansion trails or for the residents who live in the Mears parking lot 

area or along Bell, Cramer and Lone Star Rds.   

We are now in an era that common sense and the budget killing cost of controlling wildfires in California  

demands  that the government agencies responsible for wildfire control have to think in terms of 

prevention, not just control or suppression.  Cal Fire has stated that their objective is to reach any local 

wildfire in the HFRP and expansion area in 10 minutes.  I do not believe this is feasible, given station  

locations in the area and the narrow substandard roads to be negotiated just to reach the perimeter of 

the park area.   That is why I and others have asked should this expansion go forward, that the vacant 

Fire Station located at Hwy 49 and Lone Star Rd. be fully staffed and equipped.  In addition, the local 

“planners” need to be far more concerned with disaster management, which will require coordination 

across multiple county and state agencies.  Regulatory programs  that utilize jurisdictional legal authority 

to develop and implement regulations to protect health, welfare and safety can be effective tools to 

reduce the threat of wildfire and the resulting damage to property and the possible demise of livestock 

and human lives.  Please, think of all the livestock and wildlife needlessly killed in wildfires in the last few 

years just in Northern California; and think of the 86 people who lost their lives in the Paradise/Camp 

fire, including 7 who burned to death in their cars trying to escape. 

Pg. 3‐26 

Para. 2:  when permanent flush or vault toilets would be installed.  Where is the water to come from?  

This is a very dry area.  Over the years, many wells have gone dry. 

Harvego Preserve – Curtola Ranch Road.  This is a private road, for use only by the homeowners and for 

Ag use for those running cattle on the Harvego Preserve, thus, there will be no public access to a parking 

lot. 

515



8 
 

Pg. 3‐35 

Table 3‐3.  Summary of Harvego Preserve Access Phasing. 

Permitted Access – Phase 1:  Docent led tours only, 7 days/week, up to one tour/day :   Auburn Valley Rd. 

is a private road , thus people wanting to access the Harvego parking lot do not have legal access to the 

area.  So now we are going from a couple of  Docent led tours a month to Docent led tours seven days a 

week.  Parking and Docent led tours must be by reservation only .  Has anyone considered the impact on 

the Auburn Valley Homeowners,  the land, the wildlife (the site proposed for the parking lot is a nesting 

area for Tri‐Colored blackbirds – an endangered species) or the livestock being run on the property. 

Livestock grazing absolutely must continue as it is a means to decrease damage from wildfire.   Cows 

and calves are very wary of strangers and will take off running.  What if there is a dog – off leash…what a 

grand time to take up the chase.  What will happen if the dog mauls or kills a calf or cow?  Who will pay 

for the animal – triple damages? 

Has anyone thought to do an engineering evaluation of the earthen dam that must be crossed to reach 

this site?  

Phase 2 : Now we go to Open Public Use, non‐Docent access, 7 days a week; parking is evidently 

reservation based only, 7 days/week.  :  This is a non‐starter.  Access must continue as Docent‐led tours. 

Phase 3:  Too many parking spaces – this needs to be cut by 2/3rds.  That is the only way to maintain any 

semblance of crowd control.  Access must continue as Docent led tours only.  

 Parking reservations must continue. 

Pg. 3‐41 

Table 3‐4.  Summary of Twilight Ride Access Phasing 

This is a NON‐STARTER.  NO PARKING LOT SHALL BE BUILT ON THIS SITE.  I believe this purchase was 

illegally crammed through a Placer County Board of Supervisor meeting on May 22, 2018, as contiguous 

and nearby property owners were never notified of the pending action.  In addition, while the property 

was in escrow, we were told the sale would not be finalized until the EIR was completed.  CEQA Law was 

broken when the sale was finalized the day after the Draft EIR was released on Feb. 20, 2020.  It was 

NINETEEN MONTHS LATE, as it was promised to be released in October of 2018. 

 

Pg. 3‐46 

3.6  Operation and Maintenance. 

The Park Department had best concentrate on completing all of the deferred maintenance not only for 

HFRP, but all of the properties they are responsible for as well as complete regular maintenance.  

Adding even more trails, parking lots and amenities is a “want” – wishful thinking.  They can’t maintain 
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what they already have.   Do they and the County not understand that we are in a recession and possibly 

headed to a Depression?  Do you not remember what happened to the Placer County Budget during the 

Recession in 2008‐09?  Please review those budgets. 

3.6.1  Traffic Management 

No new parking lots shall be built either at Twilight Ride or the Harvego sites.  That will cut traffic and 

decrease the impacts on the substandard  Bell, Cramer and Lone Star Rds. The parking lot at Mears can 

be enlarged and a second lot can be put in on the 1200 acres. Reservations for the Mears lot(s) should 

continue.  Out‐of‐county residents should be charged double for a parking reservation.  ALL out of 

county residents using HFRP should also pay an entrance fee.  Why should Placer County taxpayers pay 

for the maintenance and staffing for out‐of‐county users? 

Pg.  3‐48 

3.6.2  HFRP TRAIL EXPANSION AREA USES  

My understanding is that the Spears family absolutely did not want any camping  on the place. 

The Park Dept. can’t manage/maintain the trails they already have, yet they want more.  There is NO 

water at the Mears parking lot.  How do they expect to pay for Fish and wildlife restoration, Interpretive 

displays, Signs and fencing ?  Evidently management has not spoken with the homeowners near the 

Mears Parking Lot of late.  They still have many issues that have never been resolved.  We have been 

told by many that the interlopers have caused nothing but grief and angst .  Noise (raucus amplified 

music from the parking lot) trash, theft and trespassing have never ceased.  One comment that stuck 

with me from a long time friend , “you don’t know what you are in for and the County just doesn’t care”. 

Please, do not trash two more neighborhoods, just so you have bragging rights that you have added 30 

more miles of trails.  There are over 900 miles of trails in Placer County. Please do not add to the wildfire 

danger.  Please do not add to more people losing their fire insurance.  Please do not impact our perilous, 

narrow roads with flatlanders, who do not know how to safely drive our country roads. 
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From: Delana Ruud <druud@inreach.com>  
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 4:29 PM 
To: Megan Wood <MWood@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; 
Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; 
Robert Weygandt <RWeygand@placer.ca.gov>; Shanti Landon <SLandon@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] July 28,2020 Agenda Item re: request for $73,000 + $10,000 to complete Hidden 
Falls SEIR 
 
 
 
July 27, 2020 
 
To:  Placer County Board of Supervisors 
 
From:  Delana Ruud  10800 Cramer Rd, Auburn, CA  95602 
 
Re:  Agenda Item regarding the request for approval for a Second Amendment of AECOM’S contract for 
Technical Services to compete the Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion SEIR.  Request for $73,000 plus 
$10,000 additional as needed. 
 
I have some concerns and questions regarding the approval of an additional $83,000 to finance the 
completion of the HFRP Final SEIR. 
 
I am appalled that AECOM is requesting an additional $83,000 to complete the HFRP Final SEIR.  This is 
the organization that was hired to write the Draft SEIR that was finally delivered NINETEEN months after 
promised.  Whoever wrote the contract must have forgotten to include a due date, with a penalty for 
every day past-due.  I might add that in my many years of reading EIRs, this is a poorly constructed 
document.  The request does not include the fact that the DPW-Parks Division has already spent 
$481,897 in FY 2019-2020. 
 
Jane Wurst and others of Protect Rural Placer have worked diligently to be apprised of the costs, both 
financial and total impact on the Lone Star-North Auburn area of this disastrous  Hidden Falls Expansion 
Project.  It seems that our county tax dollars are being Ill-spent on a project that should never have been 
started in the first place.  Is it too much to ask for full transparency and that ALL budget information be 
provided to the public? 
 
In reviewing the FY 2020-21 Budget and the DPW-Parks Division 5 Year Capital Improvement Plan, it 
shows that 15 of 20 Projects state that the Projects are NOT fully funded.  Ten projects note that the 
Project is not fully funded today and not anticipated to be fully funded in the next five years without 
additional General Fund money.  These are APPROVED projects that are without funding and yet the 
County is pushing for another Parks project.  You must also realize that the current Hidden Falls Regional 
Park well is on the Park’s 5-year Capital Improvement Plan and does NOT have funding.   If the well has 
been dry since 2015 and there is no money to fix it,  is it responsible to expand the park, when you can’t 
even take care of what you already have ?  
 
It was stated at the June 23, 2020 Board of Supervisors meeting, that the  Placer County Budget would 
be reviewed in October 2020 to evaluate the fiscal impact of the COVID-19 Virus on revenue and 
expenses.  At that point, budget adjustments may need to be made and Departments may be requested 
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to cut spending.  You assured the public this would be done because the FY 2020-21 Budget had not 
been adjusted for COVID-19 impacts. 
 
My concern is that this Pandemic is not going away any time soon and is growing by the day in Placer 
County, the state and the whole country, with some states, including CA being very hard hit.  Perhaps, if 
everyone had worn a mask, practiced social distancing, not gone wild partying, etc, starting in March, 
we might be in better condition, but that did not happen.  So, we are having to back up and that is going 
to have a difficult impact on small businesses, jobs, schooling-at-home, etc, which in turn will have an 
rolling effect on county tax dollars.  The Board of Supervisors and County staff will need to make fiscally 
responsible decisions that will insure that tax dollars are spent wisely on basic needs including health 
and educational needs, and include better internet access in the whole county.  School children, 
teachers, college students, people working from home, families trying to stay in touch, etc,  and 
especially those who live in rural or remote areas, desperately need high speed internet access. 
 
There are people who “want” the Hidden Falls Expansion because they “want” more trails and are not 
satisfied that there are currently over 900 miles of trails in Placer County and many more miles in 
adjoining counties. When does a “want” supersede a “need” when there isn’t the money to cover basic 
needs?  Further, why they “want”  a trail system through a Cal Fire designated high fire zone is beyond 
me.  
 
Placer County residents trust you to do the right thing in using discretionary money and departmental 
budget money that is earmarked for “wants” to be used for basic “needs”.  More money for the Hidden 
Falls SEIR is a “want”, not a need. 
 
I ask that you show fiscal responsibility and table a vote on this request until: 
 

1. The Budget has been evaluated in October and that “wants” and “needs” are carefully 
scrutinized 

2. The “needs” of Placer County residents during this Pandemic have been adequately 
addressed 

3. Internet “needs” for all residents county-wide are addressed 
4. There is health and economic stability for the County, State and Country 
5. All of our questions are answered in a transparent manner 

 
I thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Delana Ruud 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Dennis Maciel <dennis.maciel502@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 7:39 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden falls expansion 
 
just a simple question:  how is the Parks Dept able to post sign for a conditional use permit before the 
SEIR?  I think you all know what I am referring to..  this is really getting to smell. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Dennis Maciel <dennis.maciel502@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 9, 2020 9:03 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Hidden falls expansion 
 
At least have the courtesy to reply.  
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
> On Sep 3, 2020, at 7:39 PM, Dennis Maciel <DENNIS.MACIEL502@gmail.com> wrote: 
>  
> just a simple question:  how is the Parks Dept able to post sign for a conditional use permit before the 
SEIR?  I think you all know what I am referring to..  this is really getting to smell. 
>  
> Sent from my iPad 
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From: Diana Darcy <dkdarcy@gmail.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 4:44 PM 

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 

Cc: diana Darcy <dkdarcy@gmail.com> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion 

 

 

Date: May 20, 2020 
 
To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors,  
Planning Commission, and Parks Division 
 
From: Diana and Bob Darcy, 6195 Viewridge Drive, Auburn, CA 
 
Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR 
 
 
As a longtime resident of North Auburn/Lincoln and member of Protect Rural Placer, I am writing to you 
today to refute the above referenced document. This DSEIR, as with the previous HFRP EIR, makes 
weak assumptions and does not take into consideration the full impact that this project will have upon the 
residents, roads, environment, habitat, agriculture, and fire danger of the nearby community. Specific 
issues raised are:  
 
Wildfire: 

 More people will be using barbeques and fire pits and therefore increasing the possibility of more 
forest fires. 

 Additional people will be smoking cigarettes and marijuana which would lead to an increase of 
forest fires.  

 
Transportation and Circulation: 

 Traffic will definitely increase causing traffic jams and accidents on 2 lane narrow country roads. 
 Increase in traffic will result in more air pollution. 

 
Crime 

 Due to the expansion of this park crime will increase and spread to neighboring communities. 
 These crimes will require more police and firemen. 

 
Based upon the information in the DSEIR, the assumptions it has made, and the negative impacts to the 
very communities who were not included in any of the 15-year planning, I request that you reject this 
project. 
 
Please include my letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Diana and Bob Darcy 
Protect Rural Placer 
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From: Don Jones <don.jones95602@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 9:30 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Trail expansion project 
 
Dear Planning commissioners, 
 
My name is Don Jones and I am a resident of Auburn California. 
 
I am in support of the hidden Falls Trail expansion project.  The health and well‐being of all of us that live 
in this community depend on being able to do outdoor activities.  Auburn is regarded as the endurance 
Capitol and it’s part of the allure of this community.  Trails I run and ride on are becoming fewer and 
fewer as they get fenced off by private landowners.  Recent one being the canal that runs along Placer 
Hills Road.  So I think it’s important for the planning commission to consider new trails for the Health 
and vitality of our community.   
 
Thanks for considering my input and please let me know if there’s anything else I can do to help!   Since I 
am unemployed, the money belt is currently tight but I can help with time if need be.  
 
Best Regards,  Don 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Donna Biles <dkbiles@att.net>  
Sent: Sunday, May 17, 2020 3:03 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 
 
Please see attached letter regarding this issue. 
 
Date: May 17, 2020 
 
To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors,  
Planning Commission, and Parks Division 
 
From: Donna Biles, 6740 Estates Court, Auburn 
 
Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR 
 
 
As a resident of North Auburn, I am writing to you today to refute the above referenced document. This 
DSEIR, as with the previous HFRP EIR, makes weak assumptions and does not take into consideration 
the full impact that this project will have upon the residents, roads, environment, habitat, agriculture, and 
fire danger of the nearby community. Specific issues raised are:  
 
Wildfire: 
There is nothing about how people will act when traveling down these roads.  95% of fires are caused by 
people and their reckless behavior.  Who is going to oversee these new areas and make certain people 
are following the rules? 
 
There is only one road, Auburn Valley Road, to my house.  We are already at high risk to become the 
next Paradise and adding needless additional traffic and people would create a death trap.  Even the 
SDEIR states that people would be exposed to uncontrolled wildfire from public use. 
 
Transportation and Circulation: 
I don’t even know where to begin because it is so obvious that Lone Star, Bell and Auburn Valley Roads 
are woefully inadequate and dangerous to support any increase in traffic.  Curtola Ranch Road runs 
directly behind my home and having 500-600 cars would destroy my environment, my property value and 
greatly increase the fire risk.   
 
Because of COVID-19, all government agencies are experiencing major budget shortfalls.  The County 
should be focused on providing essential services to the public and not yet another park.  Given these 
shortfalls, I can only assume resources will not be dedicated to this development.   
 
Finally, with hundreds of miles of existing trails, why do we need to add more knowing the negative 
impact this would have to those very people who trusted you to protect them? 
 
Based upon the information in the DSEIR, the assumptions it has made, and the negative impacts to the 
very communities who were not included in any of the 15-year planning, I request that you reject this 
project. 
 
Please include my letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Donna Biles/ 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Douglas Saylor <dougfsaylor@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 10:23 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Huge Safety Risk, Stop Hidden FallsExpansion 
 
I’m sitting in my home, not far from the proposed Hidden Fall Expansion, watching the local evening 
news and seeing the state go up in flames from all of the fires in California.  The spokesman for Cal Fire 
just said they can’t afford to have just one more fire, the situation is that dire.  Yet the push to spend 
millions of tax dollars on a non necessary project that will put me, my neighbors, my community at risk 
of a tragic disaster moves forward.  It seems that my life and the lives of others don’t matter much?  
Please stop the project to expand the Hidden Falls access.  Please don’t create this unnecessary safety 
risk. Please do the right thing. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Doug Saylor  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Duane Blamer <duaneblamer@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, September 6, 2020 8:06 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Carla Blamer <cblamer42@gmail.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Project 
 

Supervisors, as a home owner in area of Auburn affected by the Hidden Falls Expansion project, 
I am very strongly against proceeding with this project. It will affect my community in many 
negative ways. This project does not align with the ranching and rural lifestyle of our 
community. More importantly, this development will increase the already significant wildfire 
risk in our community. There are already insufficient funds available for emergency situations 
with no sign of effort on your part to further fund these services. Moving forward with this 
project at this time is an irresponsible expenditure of money. Please reconsider development of 
this project.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
Duane & Carla Blamer 
8950 Upper Valley Road 
Auburn, CA  
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From: kayhallberg2@aol.com <kayhallberg2@aol.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:19 AM 

To: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Environmental Coordination Services 

<CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 

Cc: drehallberg33@aol.com 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Response to the SEIR of the expansion of Hidden Falls 

 

 
Good Morning:  Attached is a document of our concerns related to the expansion of Hidden Fall. 

Respectfully submitted; Edmond and Kaylene Hallberg 

 

My first statement to you during this incredibly difficult and changing environment is….. 

                                      IS HIDDEN FALLS EXPANSION ESSENTIAL? 

                                   ESSENTIAL MEANS, BASIC, NECESSARY, INDISPENSABLE 

I want to know why the county believes that expanding Hidden Falls given the new normal, we will have 

and know that this action is ESSENTIAL? 

ESSENTIAL  MEANS: BASIC , (meaning fundamental to our lives,) ,  Necessary  (meaning required)  

INDISPENSABLE ( not being set aside or obligated)  In my opinion this expansion meets none of this 

criteria. 

The grandiose spending of the expansion of Hidden Falls  outlined in the SEIR now has grow to cover 

more roads, more land ,parking lots, helicopter pads, rangers, and other expenses more than ever 

before.  How can the county justify this cost during the largest economic down turn, which is causing  

loss of federal, state and local taxes, lost of jobs, and businesses and of course all other issues related to 

COVID‐19? 

Certainly the county knows that this expansion is not fundamental to our lives, it is not required, and it 

is not something that we are obligated to expand.  

We have lived in rural placer at AV for twenty one years and since 2010 the county has for all these 

years threatened us with this expansion.  Apparently the disaster of MEARS Dr. to the existing Falls 

Regional Park is not enough for the county and still there are issues with restrooms and water.  

It was discouraging that during this pandemic that the county could not delay the community’s response 

to the SEIR until we had the opportunity for a public meeting.  Why is there such a need to rush through 

this process? Hidden Falls is not essential business.  Instead you set a so called public hearing on May 

14th which was hard to hear and follow and of course limited those who could get through to the three 

minute rule. 
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WHAT IS ESSENTIAL?  

 1. PRESERVATION OF RURAL PLACER. There is a basic right to live in a quiet, safe, rural community. A 

basic right to to keep our family, home, and community safe. A basis right to be protected from many of 

the very terrible things which happened in the Mears Drive area. ( If you have forgotten these issues, 

please re‐read the statement presented August 1, 2018 to supervisor Weygandt) . 

There is the basic right to not lose the values of our homes, or the loss of personal rights, and massive 

invasion of our privacy from the hundreds of cars projected that there would be ( 1 car,every 60 

seconds.) not to mention the fear of loss of personal safety and vulnerability which we are experiencing 

on Curtola Ranch Rd from the Frisbee Golf Business which so far the county has not helped us resolve. 

2. WHAT IS ESSENTIAL?  THE RECOGNITION OF THE IMPACT ON FIRE DANGER BY THIS EXPANSION 

It is crucial that the county recognize in the SEIR 16.2.3 “that the potential exists for the HF project to 

expose people to an uncontrolled wildfire and exacerbates risk of wildfire during construction, 

maintenance, and public use of trail system”. The SEIR fails to identify and disclose that the HFRP 

expansion area has been classified by CAL FIRE as a WILDLIFE URBAN INTERFACE, an area with the 

greatest potential for loss of life.    

In August 30, 2009 we were notified to evacuate from our homes.  The end result was Bell Road was 

impassable and we were told to return home and shelter. It is essential to note in 2009 fire when trying 

to leave AV there were not also 500 cars and trailers trying to get out, using the only one road in and 

out, Auburn Valley Road.  The county needs to STOP this expansion when ONLY ONE escape route exist 

and like the Camp Fire in Paradise, chaos meant loss of lives.  

The SEIR mitigates this issue in 16.6 by buying an lRV , what is the evidence that this vehicle will reduce 

incidences of wildfire, and what is the cost of the items and the management rangers?  

The SEIR contains neither evidence nor discussion of: what constitutes red flag conditions, OR Park 

administrative action, like closing the Park to visitors during red flag conditions.  

The loss of fire insurance or the raising of rates has impacted so many homeowners. 

WHAT IS ESSENTIAL? 

3. ROAD SAFETY:  When the land trust purchase the acres from the Harvego preserve, they knew it was  

land locked. Now in order to do expansion they have in the SEIR designated our community and  

it’s PRIVATE roads to solve this problem and one of them is Curtola Ranch Road. 

This road is mentioned in the report as the final route to get to Hidden Falls through the Auburn  

Valley community. However the report does not mention that this road only measures 16 feet. 6 inches 

and the road to accommodate two lanes must be 20 feet.  
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Curtola Ranch Rd road runs along an Earthen Dam Pond, which empties into a weir that  

crosses the road and flows into ponds below. To expand the road would require the county to take land 

from people who own homes and lots on this narrow road.  

Finally in listening to the hearing on May 14th, it appeared to me that the Planning Commission is now 

asking questions and want to be in included when the final SEIR is released.  Why is the county not using 

their expertise and not wanting it to be reviewed like all the other county projects?  

Thank you for reading our concerns:  Kaylene and Edmond Hallberg 
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From: Eric Moss <eric.moss@att.net>  
Sent: Saturday, September 5, 2020 10:14 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion 
 

As a concerned resident, I wanted to voice our opinion and outrage over the apparent 
oversight and lack of regard for: 

 Extreme Wildfire Risk 
 Economic Crisis/ insufficient funds for first responders and education/residents 

and businesses struggling 
 Dangerous, narrow roads 
 Undermines agriculture, ranching and rural lifestyles 

I have read the environment report and proposed phases; an absolute disaster waiting 
to happen.  
 
The money would be better served and help protect human life and property by focusing 
efforts to expand and provide paved walking and bike riding paths in our community. 
We have enough places to ride horses, hike, and ride mountain bikes. What this 
community needs is expansion of a paved trail system. Our roads in the foothills are not 
safe for our large road bike community. 
 
Further, coming from 25+years as a professional fire protection engineer, the current 
Hidden Falls Park fuel load management, or rather willfully gross management, posses 
a grave threat to our surrounding community. The county parks should not be permitted 
to expand until they can demonstrate policy and procedures being implemented at 
existing facilities. Planed fire protection mitigation in the study is not in alignment with 
California fire code, or NFPA. It is not responsible to increase risk of property and 
potential loss of human life by expanding into wildland fire and ember attack zones. 
 
The responsibility of the county is protection of property and life; not to increase risk and 
likelihood of loss.  
 
What is the county thinking? 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Eric & Denise Moss 
6455 Fairway Ct 
Auburn CA 
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-----Original Message-----
From: Gary <gary@ghheng.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 11:55 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: 'Jane Wurst' <jawurst@yahoo.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] DSEIR Hidden Falls Response Pkt.pdf

Please find attached my letter of position regarding the Hidden Falls DSEIR.
It is my understanding the last day of comment is May 20th and that all issues will be addressed in writing.

Thank you,
Gary H. Hall, P.E.
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From: Ginny Barnes <ginnyb4u@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 3:20 PM 
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board 
of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion SDEIR 
 
As long time residents of North Auburn I am writing this to disapprove the SDEIR report. It seams the 
real problems are being over looked and only the good is seen. Many of these problems definitely out 
weight the good. 
*   First and foremost to all of us is the potential for fires. There is no immediate access behind our 
property and since there is only one exit from the park.it would be impossible for everyone to evacuate. 
The fire could spread so fast we wouldn't even have time to evacuate not to mention losing our home 
and pets. With that many visitors and pick nickers it wouldn't take much to start a fire. 
*   Transportation is another major problem. Our roads are narrow with deep ditches,blind curves.blind 
hills,and people are always driving over the yellow center line, speed is another factor,no one slows 
down.there is no possible way these roads could handle more traffic. Left and right turn lanes would 
have to be put in to inter the park but no one has been notified about taking more property for that. 
*   Traffic is already noisy but add to that all the traffic and noise,from the pick nickers,parties,and loud 
music. We will never again have our quiet peaceful and private environment we so much enjoy living in 
our rural area. 
*    We are all on wells and are concerned about losing our water  from the amount of water it will take 
to supply the park. 
*   There are people in the immediate area making a living from their property.The park would 
drastically change that and those who have made their living here for years can't just pack up and move. 
*   Where there are a lot of people there is a lot of trash which would need to be maintained daily. 
*   There is also the subject of vandalism,transients,homeless These things are happening at the Mears 
entrance so we can't see that they would be any different here. 
We're asking you to please consider all of these concerns before any final decisions are made. 
Thank you, 
John,Ginny,Tim Barnes 
5355 Bell Road  
Auburn,95602 
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From: Ginny Barnes <ginnyb4u@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 7:12 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Access 
 
We are so frustrated with your plans to move ahead with your plans with total disregard to all of the 
residents along Bell Road,Hubbard,and Lonestar among others. 
There are so many problems with this project.Wild fires,narrow roads,ranching,our rural life style and 
MANY others. 
John,Ginny,and Tim Barnes 
5355 Bell Road 
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From: Patricia Shaw <ptshaw9@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 8:39 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Reconsider Your Plans For New Hidden Falls Access 
 

To:  
 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 

To whom it may concern, 

We are writing to express our opposition to the plans to expand access to the Hidden 
Falls park through parking lots and entrances along or near Bell Road.  While we do not 
live in the immediate area of Bell Road, we have many friends who do and we share 
their concerns, which are many. 

Of those concerns there is one that bothers us the most and that is the willingness of 
the government to simply ignore the citizens who will have their daily lives disrupted the 
most.  Your studies that show little disruption fly in the face of common sense which 
leads us to conclude that your minds were made up long ago and the studies are just 
for show. 

If you ignore the citizens who actually live in the area and build the proposed expanded 
access then we strongly suggest that every property owner within at least five miles of 
Bell Road be given a substantial and permanent reduction in their property taxes.  This 
seems only reasonable since you will have destroyed much of the value of living in this 
part of the country.  Maybe you can recover the lost revenue from the people who use 
Hidden Falls. 

Or, you could drop these plans and try to think of something else.  That would restore 
our faith in local government. 

Sincerely, 

Grant & Patricia Shaw 
Auburn, CA  95603  
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From: Holly Saylor <hollybuysstuff26@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 9:21 PM 
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board 
of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: jawurst@yahoo.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion SDEIR 
 

Date: May 18, 2020 
 
To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of 
Supervisors, 
Planning Commission, and Parks Division 
 
From: Holly and Doug Saylor, 5130 Bell Road, Auburn, CA 95602 
 
Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion SDEIR 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
My husband and I are extremely concerned about the impact the Hidden Falls 
expansion project will have on us, so we are sending this letter to inform you 
of just a few of these concerns.  
 
One of our greatest concerns is that there are not enough escape routes out 
of our area to allow us to evacuate during a wild fire. All the roads around us 
(Bell Road, Cramer, Lone Star, Joeger Road, etc.) are all narrow, two-lane 
(one going in each direction,) chip and seal roads which, in some spots, are 
barely wide enough to allow two cars to drive past each other. Limited narrow 
escape routes have been one of the greatest factors in loss of life in the large 
wildfires we have experienced in the past few years here in California. 
 
In the Carr fire near Redding, California, residents had only one road in and 
out of their area. It, too, was a narrow two-lane road just like all the roads 
around our house. As the fast moving flames spread and evacuation orders 
came, all the residents in the area jammed the roads to the point of gridlock 
trying to escape. They tried to turn a two-lane road into a four-lane road by 
driving around each other. This caused cars to collide with each other, and 
many cars fell into ditches along the road. This “jamming together” of cars as 
panicked residents tried to flee the fast moving flames caused the complete 
gridlock conditions. Additionally, the smoke was so thick that no one could see 
more than 3 or 4 feet in front of them. This caused cars to move slowly, collide 
with each other, and drive off the road.  
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Many residents, in seeing that the roads were completely gridlocked and the 
traffic not moving, decided to get out of their cars and run to escape the 
flames. They were burned alive when the flames overtook them! 
 
According to the Cal Fire Report on the Carr Fire, the flames moved 50 miles 
per hour, with gusts up to 80 miles per hour. The fastest man in the world 
(Usain Bolt) can run 27.44 miles per hour. The flames moved at 50 to 80 miles 
per hour. So even the fastest man on earth would not be able to outrun these 
flames, let alone the elderly, children, and the infirmed! 
 
Other residents thought that staying in their cars might afford them protection 
from the flames. The Carr Fire produced a “fire tornado” which was 2000 feet 
wide at its base and 1800 feet high. The flames in this fire-tornado spun at 
110-120 mph. They engulfed the cars, roasting the residents alive in their 
cars, including whole families with children. These dear people died a 
frightening, painful, horrific death. Can you imagine dying such a horrible 
death? Can you picture the people that you love the most dying such a horrific 
death if they get caught like this in a wildfire that starts in the Hidden Falls 
Park area? 
 
The SDEIR states that, “the potential exists for the project to expose people to 
an uncontrolled wildfire and to exacerbate risk of wildfire during construction, 
maintenance, and public use of trail system.” (Emphasis added.) 
 
The following statements come from the Wildfire Subcommittee Report: 
 
 
Section 16.2.3 WILDFIRE CLASSIFICATION AND BEHAVIOR (Emphasis 
added) 
 
“The SDEIR fails to identify and disclose that the HFRP Expansion area has 
been classified by CAL FIRE as a WILDLAND URBAN INTERFACE, an area 
with the greatest potential for loss of lives and structures.” 
 
 
Section 16.4.2 EMERGENCY RESPONSE/EMERGENCY EVACUATION 
(Emphasis added)  
 
“An estimated 6,000 residences in proximity to HFRP and the Trails 
Expansion area could be affected by fire under red flag conditions. During the 
49er Fire (August 2009) Bell Road was impassable.” 
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“No evidence or data is provided in the SDEIR giving any information about 
the number of driveways and side roads along Bell, Cramer and Lone Star 
and the possible total number of vehicles that could be merging to evacuate 
all at one time.” 
 
“Effective evacuation and emergency vehicle response via Cramer, Bell and 
Lone Star Roads would be a significant problem as area residents and Park 
visitor vehicles and horse trailer rigs attempt to exit Twilight Ride or the 
Harvego parking lots. Evacuation from area wineries and the Auburn Valley 
golf course would further add to the confusion.” 
 
By approving this park expansion, and flooding this area with more park 
visitors than the roads can handle, I believe you will be putting both me, my 
husband, and the residents in this area in harms way, where we may die 
similar horrible deaths by being unable to escape a wildfire like the people in 
the Carr Fire. Do you really want to be responsible for such a tragedy for 
whatever little you hope to gain by approving this project?  
 
The SDEIR contains NO evacuation plan. 
 
The Mitigation Plan does not address these concerns. Widening the roads 
around us is NOT a viable solution because private property would have to be 
commandeered in order to add extra lanes to the roads. We are 
ABSOLUTELY OPPOSED to our government confiscating private property to 
use for its own ends!! 
 
Based upon the information in the SDEIR, the assumptions it has made, and 
the negative impacts to the very communities who were not included in any of 
the 15-year planning, WE URGE YOU TO REJECT THIS PARK EXPANSION 
PROJECT!! 
 
 
Please include my letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 
 
Please consider carefully, 
Holly and Doug Saylor 
Protect Rural Placer 
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From: Jake Sours <jake.sours9@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 10:05 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Project ‐ please vote yes! 
 
Dear, PlacerCounty Board of Supervisors, 
 
 
I fully support the Hidden Falls Trail Expansion Project. Any time we can help people enjoy 
healthy, and outside activities we should as a community. Many people visit Hidden Falls 
annually and having more trails will help prevent overcrowding and let hikers, equestrians, and 
cyclists enjoy nature more remotely.  This would be a wonderful benefit and this option will be a 
net positive to the community. 
 
I should also add that I live in Sacramento and travel with my wife and friends (when not socially 
distancing). We typically grab lunch at a local restaurant and support to local businesses. Placer 
County is a wonderful place and projects like these will only be an enhancement.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
Jake Sours 
 
Sacramento, CA 
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From: James Baxter <pierrethecat530@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:30 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Trails 
 
Dear Placer County Board of Supervisors, 

I support the Hidden Falls Trail Expansion Project.  I spend a lot of time in the existing Hidden Falls trail 
system and other local trails.  I always go out to eat afterwards and this brings money to the Auburn 
economy. 
 
More trails to dilute the influx of new riders would be great.  Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Thanks. 
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From: Jan Ferreira <jan@robinsonsg.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 11:40 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion SDEIR

Good Morning.  I have attached my letter addressing the Hidden Falls Trails Expansion SDEIR.  Please 
make part of your permanent record.

Thank you. 

-- 

   Jan Ferreira
 (530) 885-9097
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May 19, 2020 
 
 
 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn CA  95603 
BOS@placer.ca.gov 
 
Hi.  My name is Jan Ferreira and I am a homeowner at 4605 and 4609 Bell Road, 
Auburn. 
 
I am writing to let you know only a few of my concerns regarding the Hidden Falls 
Regional Park Trails Expansion SDEIR. 
Let me begin with my concern that NEITHER the MAC’s nor the Planning Commission 
are being allowed to be a part of the decision process.  These are the people that really 
know if something is right for their community and they are not politically influenced by 
their decisions. The potential severe implications to the community warrant a full vetting 
process, NO SHORT CUTS. 
 
My continued concern comes from attending several Placer County Parks meetings.  It 
is the common thread of concern at these meetings that they have continued to have 
new grants and development funds to install new parks, but SEVERELY 
INSUFFICIENT FUNDS AND STAFF to maintain, repair, and supervise any of these 
parks.  In addition to these community parks, more than 900 miles of trails already exist 
in Placer County.  Funding to maintain these existing trails is in the present, 
PROBLEMATIC. I firmly believe that the SDEIR should have addressed the financial 
impacts of this project on other park operations.  Given the current crisis and the fiscal 
fallout from it, is this really a priority for the County to be spending precious tax dollars 
on? 
 
After 20 years of residency at our current address, I have local personal knowledge of 
the impact increased traffic will have on Bell Road.  The many times my husband and I 
have come out of our home to the sound of screeching tires and crash sounds, leading 
us to the hairpin turn at Bell Road and Gambah Drive, leaves many drivers through the 
fence and into the homeowner’s field (if they miss the group mailbox and power pole).  
Many of these accidents leave damage to personal and public property, the vehicle, and 
drivers and passengers with personal injury.  This does not include the near misses my 
family and I face on a daily basis with drivers speed, crossing the lines on the turns, and 
the many blind hills.  
 
This is only one of many traffic location impacts that have been insufficiently addressed 
in the SDEIR.  For the Parks Division to be stating the traffic problems identified in the 
SDEIR have been mitigated is in the least, a farce. We travel these roads daily, both 
with and without large trailers, and know first-hand that many of the turns and blind hills 
are not passable without crossing the centerline.  Adding more trailers, traffic, and 
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visitors with no knowledge of the roadways will add to the accidents we have already 
endured.  Not to mention the many vehicles that stop alongside roads to wait for their 
reservation or to try and park to gain access without a reservation, who add to the 
danger of the roadways.  Is this where you plan to add the hideous NO PARKING signs 
as you did on Mears and Mt Vernon Road?  Unfortunately, the people who work for our 
county who are pushing this project forward, and also many of the people who have 
spoke in favor of the project, do not live in our community, and will not have to drive 
home on their rural roads with this traffic and unsightly results, as they live in a different 
county altogether.  Pretty easy to be in favor of something that does not affect your own 
home and community. 
 
I will also address the fire risk.  I heard from the County at the Planning Commission 
meeting on May 14, 2020 that they had not had any reports of fires being started by 
visitors of the Hidden Falls Park since its opening.  The fact that it has not happened 
YET, is NOT a solution to when it does. This also does NOT address the fire-fear we 
have daily in the dry season.  My family and I live every season with fire-prevention and 
evacuation planned and ready for our property, pets, livestock, and family.  Quite 
honestly, it doesn’t matter whether the fire begins in the Hidden Falls Park or on private 
property in our area, our roads can BARELY withstand the evacuation traffic of locals, 
without the added guests of the park who are not familiar with our roadways.  Most of 
the roadways will not be able to bring fire equipment in, with the amount of traffic 
fleeing.  You will sentence us to the fear and death as witnessed in Paradise in 2018.   
 
I will finish with a final thought of expense.  I DO NOT believe that with the financial 
distress our County, State, and insurance companies are experiencing after devastating 
fires (as seen in my cancelled dwelling insurance and increased costs) and now a 
struggling economy due to COVID-19, that the financial impact of this expansion has 
been clearly addressed in the SDEIR.  I am asking our County Leaders and Advisors to 
please use a much more cautious approach to the use of our limited tax dollars to 
improve and repair what we already have before spending on an expansion that will 
cost too much financially and aesthetically in our community.  Our county already has 
extensive parks and trails that need repairs, maintenance, and continued support to 
continue their beauty and access, without adding the burden of this expansion. It is time 
for these same people to be more fiscally responsible with our local tax dollars. 
 
Thank you for your time and I ask you to remember the community you represent before 
you appease the wants of travelers from outside our area. 
 
 
 
Jan M Ferreira 
PO Box 7972 
Auburn CA  95604 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Jan Krug <jankrug@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 2:54 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Project 
 
To the BOS, Placer County: 
Despite our sincere and vested interests in protecting our community and way of life, you continue to 
categorically and across the board ignore us. We pay our taxes, we voted you in and have been 
respectful residents and constituents. But now we discover your intention to violate our innate rights as 
property owners and proceed with a project rife with issues that your project will be exasperating. Our 
roads can barely handle the residential and ranch/farm traffic as it is. Our wildlife enjoys a co‐habitual 
relationship with their human residents and we look out for them : birds, deer, skunks, etc.  Your project 
will uproot them and cause their communities distress. WHAT ARE YOU THINKING?  DO YOU THINK THIS 
DOESN’T MATTER?  Many of us have lived here long before your friends at Placer Land Trust began to 
hatch their plans. This organization is not our friend.  
PLEASE STOP AND FIND A DIFFERENT AVENUE FOR YOUR EXPANSION.  
Thank you, 
Jan Krug 
Auburn Valley.  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
Jan Krug 
626‐622‐2225 Cell 
530‐269‐1452. Home 
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From: Janet Tarantino <jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 9:48 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board 
of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; afisher@placer.ac.gov
Cc: jpari5@aol.com
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RESPONSE TO DSEIR FOR HIDDEN FALLS EXPANSION - TO BE SUBMITTED 
AS EVIDENCE

Attached please find subject letter in response to the DSEIR.  Please acknowledge receipt to Mr. Parisi @ 
jpari5@aol.com and jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net.

Thank you.

Jan Tarantino on Behalf of Joe Parisi
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TO: Placer County Board of Supervisors, Placer County Planning Commission, 
 Community Resource Development Agency, Placer County Parks Division  

FROM: Joe Parisi, 8860 Auburn Valley Road, Auburn, CA 95602 (jpari5@aol.com) 

SUBJ: HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK EXPANSION DSEIR 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The subject documents state that “County access via Auburn Valley Road is provided 
by an offer of public dedication that the County has not accepted to date”. 

This belief is based on a County staff document, dated November 2016, that “indicates 
that Auburn Valley Road and two other roads, are privately owned, with the title of said 
roads reserved to the undersigned, its assigns and successors to be held until such 
time as the County of Placer may permit, require, or request that said roads be 
dedicated to the County, at which time the undersigned or the successors in interest 
shall so dedicate the same”.  “By this statement, fee title to Auburn Valley Road was 
held by Auburn Valley Corporation”, and “clearly identifies the intention to dedicate the 
road to Placer County”. 

Title Right and Access to Auburn Valley Road 

• November 2016: County staff documented in two documents that the County 
believes delineate our easement rights over Auburn Valley Road and Curtola 
Ranch Road.  Easements #1998-0047099 and #1998-0047100. 

• Current 2020: The DSEIR documents “the County access via Auburn Valley 
Road is provided by an offer of public dedication that the County has not 
accepted to date”. 

The above County document is accurate in that said roads be dedicated to the County, 
and fee title to Auburn Valley Road was held by Auburn Valley Corporation, 
HOWEVER, the statements were taken from a contract, the PLAT, between Auburn 
Valley Corporation, Lawrence Curtola and Placer County dated April 1961. 

• The DSEIR states, as fact, that access via Auburn Valley Road is provided by an 
offer of public dedication.  That dedication was fact in April 1961 and founded on 
the belief of Auburn Valley Corporation, Lawrence Curtola and the County 
working together in the late 1950’s to create a Golf Course and Subdivision Golf 
Community, and that the Subdivision would hook up its water, sewer and roads 
to the County water, sewer and roads. 

• In April 1961, the Auburn Valley Corporation, Lawrence Curtola and the County 
entered into a contract, the PLAT, to accomplish building the golf course and 
developing the subdivision, however, the County chose not to participate in the 
water, sewer or road projects. 

• The Auburn Valley Corporation and the undersigned had NO involvement with 
the County related to the PLAT after an advisory committee, consisting of the 
County of Placer, Auburn Valley Corporation, Subdivision Developers, AVG, 
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Auburn Valley Service Corporation and Community Members, that had monthly 
meetings for five (5) years to connect the Subdivision to water, sewer and roads, 
was terminated in the early 1990’s.  The County was paid for their Committee 
work.  The committee was authorized by the Board of Supervisors in 1988. 

• After at least ten (10) years of no related involvement with the County and 
repeated refusals to have any commitment to subdivision road projects, the 
Auburn Valley Corporation, at the request of Auburn Valley Property Owners 
Association, in 2005, QUITCLAIMED Auburn Valley Road to the Auburn Valley 
Property Owners Association – the only other and current title holder of the land 
described as Auburn Valley Road – as shown on that certain map entitled 
“Auburn Valley Subdivision Unit No. 1”. 

It appears that in 2005 the county was no longer an Auburn Valley Corporation, 
Lawrence Curtola presumed beneficiary, and the Auburn Valley Property Owner’s 
Association, Inc. has not entered into any agreement with the County related to Wedge 
Way  (currently Estates Drive/Estates Court), Fairway Court or Auburn Valley Road. 

• The DSEIR does NOT address what obligations, necessary and required, to 
bring the roads up to County standards; e.g. the costs of normal maintenance 
and repairs caused by winter storms, road flooding and erosion, {through a 
designed water controlled system designed for a golf course and 145 residential 
lots}.  NOT for an additional 560 vehicles per day and the obligations the County 
would have if WEDGE WAY, FAIRWAY COURT and AUBURN VALLEY ROAD 
were dedicated to the County. 

Private Auburn Valley Road and Public Use 

• In the PLAT documents the County and Auburn Valley Corporation agreed that 
“this map and subdivision does NOT dedicate any portion of this tract for street or 

highway purposes and the parcels of land laying within the boundaries of 

WEDGE WAY, FAIRWAY COURT and AUBURN VALLEY ROAD and are so 

designated upon the map within the title of said roads reserved to the 

undersigned, its assigns and successors”. 
 
NOTE:  The California Vehicle Code documents that:  
➢ “Street or highway are publicly maintained and for use by the public.  Road or 

Driveway are privately maintained and or use by property owner or persons 
approved by the property owner”. 

➢ privately owned and maintained roads “include roads owned and maintained 
by a city, county or district that are NOT dedicated to use by the public for 
purposes of vehicular traffic 

• Rights of ingress and egress over the above roads are hereby granted to the 
future lot owners of the subdivision, their licensees, visitors, tenants, and 
servants”. 
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• “Rights of way and easements are hereby granted as follows: (A), (B), (C), D), 
(E), to the appropriate company, corporation, association of Public Body for the 
installation of maintenance and for anchorage of poles for overhead wires, cables 
or conduits with the right to trim or remove trees therein necessary”. 
 
NOTE:   
➢ The years of the Auburn Valley Corporation, Lawrence Curtola and the 

County working together to create a Subdivision and Golf Course, and then 
entering into a contract, the PLAT, to assure it would be a Golfing community 
with private roads for the Lot Owners and not for street or highway public use. 

➢ The above excerpts from the California Vehicle Code and the PLAT, 
combined with the county refusing to participate with Subdivision developers 
to work on Unit No. 1, Unit No. 2 and Unit #3 road projects, as was the intent 
of Lawrence Curtola, and the QUITCLAIM DEED, establishes beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the County has NO claim for public use of WEDGE 
WAY, FAIRWAY COURT or AUBURN VALLEY ROAD. 

 

WHY does the DSEIR not disclose the improvements necessary and required to bring 
the three roads up to Placer County standards, the costs of maintenance and repairs of 
the roads caused by only 145 residential lots and the golf course that will be burdened 
by an additional 560 vehicles per day. Seven days a week! 

The 2018-19 winter storms caused the Homeowner’s Association to spend ~ $87,829 
on flooding of Auburn Valley Road, the common areas, Auburn Valley lot owner’s 
property as well as repairing the continuing erosion of Auburn Valley Road. 

 

WHY does the DSEIR not disclose the critical geographic and physical limitations of 
Auburn Valley Road and the associated costs and actions necessary to remedy them: 

• Few shoulder or emergency pull over areas; its narrow, winding and has many blind 
spots, a deep and wide normal and winder storm runoff ditch at the pavements edge 
running all the way from Upper Valley Road to the beginning of the Otto pond 

• No adequate lighting for night travel conditions 
• No cell phone service to summon emergency responders 
• No double stripes 
• No shoulders for bike lanes for the 3’ clearance required by law (and for which 

motorists are obligated to give to bikes) 
• Extremely rare presence of police personnel (sheriff or CHP) 
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WHY dies the DSEIR not disclose the projected impact of an additional 560 vehicles 
(including truck and horse trailers) trips on a single busy day, and additionally the man 
made Otto pond and dam that was designed to accept normal water flow from the 
subdivision and golf course north/east down through, into and under, the manmade dam 
that borders the edge of Curtola Ranch Driveway, the damage to private property on 
Curtola Ranch Driveway and the dam when construction to bring the driveway to 
County standards – and to a dam not designated to withstand street or highway public 
use of 560 vehicles per day? 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joe Parisi 

/jp 

597



From: jane goddard <teresajane50@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:35 PM 
To: Megan Wood <MWood@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors 
<BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 
 
Placer Count Supervisors: 
 
We are absolutely opposed to approving more money ($83,000) for additional research 
for the Hidden Falls SEIR. 
 
Placer County residents are really hurting right now.  Unemployment, the fear of 
eviction which will lead to more homeless, school dilemma of remote student learning, 
rising prices at the grocery stores, fear of losing their health insurance, Covid-19 and 
horrible Internet availability for those of us in rural Placer. 
 
Our doctor offices currently prefer we have our appointments via Skyping and our 
service is so poor, it is next to impossible.   
 
Instead of spending more money on a project that is more important to people that DO 
NOT live in Placer County, it would seem to be more prudent to save and use that 
money on helping your constituents that really need your help right now .. and not for 
just a walk in the park! 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jim and Jane Goddard 
11400 Lone Star Road 
Auburn, CA 95602 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Teresa J Goddard <teresajane50@icloud.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 7:19 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion 
 
Placer County Board of Supervisors: 
 
I am 100% against the Hidden Falls Expansion.   
 
My husband and I have written many letters and attended many meetings in concert with our neighbors 
and Placer County residents who do not want you to vote to go forward with the project. 
 
You are well aware of the many reasons this project is not safe for our neighborhoods and the city of 
Auburn so I do not need to list them all again. 
 
Please listen to your heart and vote NO to go ahead with the project.  It will turn our rural neighborhood 
into an area inviting crime, trash, wild land fires, homeless encampments, traffic problems, car 
accidents, more deaths on Highway 49, and a drain on the Placer County bank account. 
 
My husband Jim passed away on August 28 and he was vehemently opposed to the expansion as well. 
Your constituents voted for you to Protect Rural Placer.  Please protect us and vote NO on the Hidden 
Falls expansion. 
 
Thank you,  
 
Jane Goddard 
11400 Lone Star Road 
Auburn, CA 95602 
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From: Shirlee Herrington <SHerring@placer.ca.gov>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 1:40 PM 

To: Janet Tarantino <jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net>; Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; 

Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Environmental Coordination 

Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert 

<SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Ed BeDell <EBedell@placer.ca.gov>; Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov>; 

Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov> 

Cc: Judith Whitman <judie@jwhitman.net>; Mike & Jan Krug <mikekrug@gmail.com> 

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Response to Hidden Falls SDEIR ‐ TO BE ADMITTED AS EVIDENCE 

 

Good Afternoon Ms. Tarantino, 

 

Thank you for your interest in the subject project and for taking the time to provide comments, including 
the Traffic Report prepared by Prism Engineering. This is to confirm that your comments have been 
received. Also, you are now on our master email and/or USPS distribution list for the subject project and, 
as such, you will receive updates and notifications of future opportunities for public participation and input. 

 

Thanks. 

................................................................................................................ 

Shirlee Herrington 

Community Development Technician 

Environmental Coordination Services 

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, CA 95603 

530-745-3089   fax 530-745-3080 

................................................................................................................ 

 

From: Janet Tarantino <jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 12:43 PM 

To: Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors 

<BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; 

Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Ed BeDell 
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<EBedell@placer.ca.gov>; Shirlee Herrington <SHerring@placer.ca.gov>; Andy Fisher 

<AFisher@placer.ca.gov>; Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov> 

Cc: Judith Whitman <judie@jwhitman.net>; Mike & Jan Krug <mikekrug@gmail.com> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Response to Hidden Falls SDEIR ‐ TO BE ADMITTED AS EVIDENCE 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Following please find a traffic report (available for viewing in 
three different formats), prepared by Prism Engineering.  This 
document addresses the many deficiencies in the SDEIR related to 
traffic and road conditions.   

 

This professional and factual document is to be admitted as 
evidence in the above matter. 

 

PLEASE ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT. 

 

Traffic Review Report for KORS3.docx 

 Traffic Review Report for KORS3.pdf 

The report can also be viewed using the below link. 

Traffic Study and Videos for KORS in Placer County 

 

Thank you in advance, 

 

Janet Tarantino 

Hm: (530)488-4460 | Cell:(650)218-0766 
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From: Jean Piette <jean39.piette@gmail.com>  

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 5:17 PM 

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] HFRP Trail Network Expansion SDEIR 

 

Attached please find our nine page review and conclusions on the SDEIR 

Thank you for your attention 

Sincerely, Jean and Jim Piette 

May 18, 2020                    Page 1.   

               

 

To:  Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors, Planning 

Commission, and Parks Division 

 

From:  Jean and James Piette, 5395 Bell Road, Auburn, CA 95602 

 

Regarding:  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion SDEIR 

 

We have resided in Placer County for 47 years and are members of Protect Rural Placer (PRP).  Our ten 

acre property shares a property line with the Twilight Ride Access 50 Acre property.  We have persisted 

under extreme shelter in place conditions to study the subject of this communication.  We are finding 

that the conclusions and explanations in the SDEIR are inadequate and without the breadth and depth 

of understanding and scope of the potential impacts on the people, environment, habitat, agriculture, 

roads, and fire danger.  The HFRP EIR previously issued was approved with limited and weak results and 

used as the base for the SDEIR we are reviewing.   We believe the approach and overlap has left the 

results grossly inadequate.   

 

Please refer to the attachments for several issues addressed, comments and our conclusion. 

 

 

 

 

 

613



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Piette SDEIR Attachment May 18, 2020              Page 2. 

 

4.0 Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

 Impact 4‐1 is based on an assumption that the introduction of increased numbers of visitors, 

including hikers, bicyclists, equestrians, nature lovers, along with management plans will have 

no need for mitigation measures.  Previous reports regarding the Hidden Falls Regional Park and 

the adjoining trails reveal the management and maintenance has been significantly missing.  

Existing conflicts and past grievances are not documented as well as objections documented by 

ranchers and private residents.  There is no evidence of any collaboration and/or agreement 

with the ranchers or private property owners.  Surveys and elicited statements of support are 

identified as Focus Groups and the residents, property owners, ranchers and farmers have not 

been included in the favored groups.   

 

 Impact 4‐2 Project elements are assumed to be adequate to state no mitigation measures are 

warranted.  There are no reported findings to support the conclusion.  “Project elements” are 

once again recorded as the reason the plan is compatible with agricultural uses with increased 

use by the public with nothing to support the claim.   

 

 Impact 4‐3 No mitigation measures warranted is documented without any approved minor use 

permit (MUP) in place.  It is stated that “the proposed project is consistent with existing plans, 

policies, and regulations” before any of those impacted have any input.  The existing policies 

and plans are those in place prior to the 2010 HFRP EIR and are the basis for the expanded 

project.  This is not accurate or adequate for the SDEIR issued in 2020. 

 

 Impact 4‐4 No mitigation measures are warranted on an assumption that “future land uses” and 

“existing roadway corridors” to remain in place and the “approval of a modified CUP” will 

support the decision.  There is nothing documented to support any of these claims that adjacent 

agricultural land use would not be adversely affected.  Where are the figures of the number of 

visitors to the areas and their activities on the trails?  Where is the evidence showing the people 

who will be impacted, i.e., property owners, residents, homeowners, ranchers, farmers, renters, 

wineries, had involvement in the proposals and planning?  This impact is dependent on a 

conditional use permit that is yet to be approved for the current SDEIR.   
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Section 4.0 of the SDEIR has conclusions and results based on assumptions, unsubstantiated claims and 

projected future actions not approved and clearly does not justify approval. 

 

 

 

 

Piette Attachment May 18, 2020                      Section 5.0 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity           Page 3. 

 Impact 5‐1 Erosion hazards is an area identified as potential erosion during construction as well 

as over time through use and maintenance.  Actions proposed are to “reduce the potential 

impacts” that are not named.  The watershed in question is important to everyone, not just us.  

The documented steps to be taken and approvals obtained are vague and do not seem to 

appreciate the size of the planned expansion.  The number of people, who are (residents, 

ranchers, farmers or agricultural animals) who will be impacted by the erosion hazards has been 

lost in the rhetoric.  Where are the figures and calculations considering the expected numbers of 

visitors, vehicles, bicycles, animals and impact of specific activities that cause erosion? 

 

 Impact 5‐2 Naturally occurring asbestos as it relates to erosion resulting from construction is a 

concern and is reported to be “less than significant” with a plan in place during construction.  

The majority of these environmental items are addressed primarily as it relates to construction.  

The impact of asbestos caused by hundreds of visitors to the park and trails on a daily schedule 

are not considered as it relates to the people living in the local communities as well as the 

visitors.   

 

 Impact 5‐3 regarding the location of a “potentially active” fault zone, the report has shown the 

fault zone had been identified previously.  The cost of the studies and costs relative to the 

buildings and safety measures for the visitors to the area are not included in the report.  This 

identified geologic hazard along with erosion from construction and increased use by hundreds 

of visitors is not calculated in dollars or risks.  All property owners and all visitors have not been 

informed of any risks of any kind or any financial burdens now or in the future and should be 

made aware.  Reports that minimize any aspect of a planned development are not tolerable. 

 

 Impact 5‐4 Landslides are reported to present no risk.  It is noted with site alterations from 

“construction of recreation facilities in the park and expansion project area” there could be 

changes as a result of “site alterations”.  It is concluded that the risk is considered low.  It is a 

concern when the risk is caused by the alterations caused from construction.  That goes against 

the usual efforts to eliminate risks.  The question is why is it alright to move ahead with a 

development when the construction causes risks of landslides as well as increases in the 

pollution of water and air quality?  Each of these impacts is being looked at individually and the 

combined impacts are not mentioned. 
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 Impact 5‐5 Wastewater Disposal Systems is reported the soil supports engineered septic 

systems and will comply when properly engineered.  This claim indicates the impact would be 

less than significant.  However, when Impact 11.0 Hydrology and Water Quality items are 

reported it is a concern and that is not revealed in this Section.  The added expense of 

engineered septic systems is not included anywhere in the report.  This requirement based on 

the soil must be checked seriously.  If the soil for this purpose requires special measures and the 

possible health hazards to us and our community exists we want to know why the “less than 

significant” decision was reached and the true impact. 

Section 5.0 of the SDEIR includes safety issues, hazards and expenses that do not support approval. 

 

Section 7.0 Visual Resources                Page 4. 

 

 Impact 7‐1 Minimizes the visual impact based on short term construction activities as well as 

changes from vegetation and tree removal being in areas ”not visible from most off‐site public 

locations.”  The focus is on construction and the impact is not taking the local residents into 

consideration.  Our home and property share a property line with the Twilight Ride Access site 

of 50 acres where construction is going to include an added turning lane onto the site from Bell 

Road, a driveway to a parking lot and trailhead access that will be our view.  The plan is to drill     

wells, install septic systems, construct restrooms and water fountains and troughs for horses, a 

picnic area, and build two bridges.  The “short term construction” claim is not reported in any 

time frame and we ask what the projected time frame would be?   

 Impact 7‐2 The long‐term changes to visual resources is also in consideration of the public 

visiting the park and trails acreage.  There are no references to the residents who will be 

impacted with the visual changes that have already started as of this date.  Trees are being 

removed along Bell Road and we will be forever impacted by those changes along with every 

move being planned.  The significance of the visual impacts to us and our community is not 

reported. 

 Impact 7‐3  The visual changes the report describes as “improvements” at Garden Bar Road and 

Curtola Ranch cannot easily be minimized as most other items are as the outcry from property 

owners has already been expressed publicly and are documented.    This and many other 

impacts are found in several Sections with overlaps.  In this case, it seems unworthy to not only 

move forward when the impacts are significant to the visual changes, but, the removal of many 

mature oak trees is being justified somehow.  What is the justification? 

 Impact 7‐4 The increased light and glare is reported to be minimal and no mitigation measures 

are needed.  We have not read anything in the report that covers the impact of the lighting 

referred to in terms of intensity or pollution in a specific location.  There is nothing that refers to 

the lights on vehicles or devices that visitors may use.  Our view will be of vehicles arriving at 

sunrise and leaving at sunset or later as is the case at the current Hidden Falls Regional Park.  

What are the measures for intensity and glare as it relates to the Twilight Ride Access and 

Trailhead location as well as other areas throughout the park and trails expansion?  What is the 
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measure of the “existing surrounding lighting” being referenced in the plan?  The reporting is 

minimizing items, ignoring objections and reports expressed and reaching conclusions without 

any supporting data. 

 

Section 7.0 Visual Resources is severely limited in the coverage regarding all impacts reported.  The 

impacts all are based on the limited time frame of the construction being considered, the remote 

locations being developed or maintained that are not visible to the public, the minimal impact of light 

and glare while under construction.  These explanations do not include any supporting data or any 

considerations for the people who reside in the locations being impacted.  The approval should not be 

supported.   

 

Piette Attachment May 18, 2020              Page 5. 

 

Section 9.0  Air Quality 

 

 Impact 9.1   Short‐Term Emission of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors during Construction.  

This impact showing no Mitigation Measures are warranted, is limited to construction and 

does not include emissions from the increase in vehicles including hundreds and thousands of 

visitors to the area with gas powered and diesel powered vehicles and the propane equipped 

trailers and barbeques or other equipment not itemized anywhere.   

 Impact 9.2   Long‐Term, Regional Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Ozone Precursors 

Associated with Project Operations.  The impact is reported as showing no Mitigation 

Measures are warranted as it relates to Project Operations.  There are no measures 

considering the number of vehicles projected for the visitors and the equipment brought onto 

the acreage. 

 Impact 9.3  Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC’S) 

denies substantial emissions of tacs during park and project construction due to it being 

temporary and of a distance resulting in rapid dissipation.  This part of the item is limiting the 

coverage to the period of construction of both the park and project while not considering the 

period following those actions when the number of visitors to the areas being evaluated will 

consist of hundreds and thousands increasing the emissions.  The impact to those properties 

located within two hundred feet of the park and project construction sites are also not 

included in the measures.  Our property is located about two hundred feet from the twilight 

ride access acreage and that is not covered in any of the impacts in the report.  The other part 

of this impact is regarding exposure to workers and residents of asbestos during project 

construction recorded as potentially significant.  Both of these items include mitigation 

measures but only as they relate to the limitations during construction.  It is consistent in the 

report that none of the measurements are considered as they relate to the increases in 

transportation, visitors and activities and the impact on residents and animals.  The measures 
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of emissions of all kinds are available for calculating the adverse impacts as increases in 

vehicle travel and actions of people are counted.  These measures should be projected. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 9.0   Air Quality continued                         Page 6. 

 

 

 

 Impact 9.4   long‐term (local) mobile‐source emissions of carbon monoxide during project 

operation reported as not requiring mitigation measures.  As with other impacts the results 

are based on the limited measures during project operation and do not consider impacts 

relative to the planned increases in transportation, vehicle emissions, increases in people and 

the activities in the park and on the trails. 

 Impact 9.5   exposure of sensitive receptors to odors.  The odors being considered are diesel 

exhaust emissions but only as they are from on‐site construction equipment.  Mitigations 

measures are not needed based on the emissions being intermittent during construction and 

the rapid dissipation.  As noted in other impacts, the measurements are needed regarding the 

odors caused by the increased vehicle traffic in locations near residences and ranches with 

animals.   
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SECTION 10  NOISE                     PAGE 7. 

 Impact 10.1   Short Term Construction Generated Noise Levels Exceeding County Standards.  

The reported results on this impact of noise in excess of 70dBA compares the decibel level to 

the County nighttime standard of 45dBA and concludes no mitigations are needed since the 

construction is limited to daytime hours.  The question is what is the County daytime standard 

and how does that compare with the construction generated noise level in excess of 70dBA?  

The sustained level of noise is not addressed and the length of the daytime construction and 

noise level emission is not reported as needed.  The decibel levels of the vehicles reported to be 

entering the park and trails access points and parking in the parking lots is not calculated.  The 

decibel levels of the visitors entering the acreage including normal conversation, speaking on 

cell phones, listening to music or playing musical instruments, or setting up/unhooking horse 

trailers and reversing the activity, and other regular expected activities of visitors need to be 

calculated.   

 Impact 10.2   Increases in Long‐Term (Operational) Noise Levels from Non‐transportation 

Stationary and Area Sources is stated to be generated from maintenance activities.  The 

measure used for this figure is approximately 40 feet at the closest existing noise sensitive 

receptor and is not considered sufficient to warrant mitigations.  Considering maintenance 

activities and not listing any of the activities involving vehicular, trailer, visitor actions and 

interactions that are the focus of the construction and maintenance being planned is a measure 

that is needed to address the park and trails development.   

 Impact 10.3   Increases in Transportation‐Related Noise Levels includes mitigation measures.   

The short‐term construction traffic measure shows a 3dBA or greater increase in traffic noise 

levels along area roadways.  What is the final total when 3dBA is added to the noise impact? 

The mitigation is to adjust the traffic allotted daytime hours as it relates to Impact 10.1 and a 

3dBA or greater increase in traffic noise levels along area roadways.  The confounding of 

calculations does not fall within any standardized measures.  What is the noise level emitted by 

each defined vehicle, tractor, and power tools during the construction and maintenance and 

the combined emission for noise and air quality?  A normal conversation is 60dBA and a diesel 

truck is 90dBA or more.  The second mitigation for this impact refers back to Impact 10.2 

reporting on the surface of the pavement to be used and the speed limit to be limited so as to 

not exceed applicable Placer County noise standards while still increasing ambient noise in the 
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long‐term.  The study does not effectively define or measure accurately the impacts in 10.1, 

10.2 and 10.3 and the impacts need to studied and corrected or rejected. 

 Impact 10.4   Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Excessive Ground borne Vibrations or 

Noise levels as they apply to “persons”.  It is interesting that the limitations of each of the 

Impacts are so concerning.  Whether the omissions and considerations involving residents, 

property owners, ranchers as well as anticipated visitors to the park and trails expansion, this 

impact omits the animals including the cows, sheep, goats, horses, pigs, fowl and all wild/native 

species.  Many animals are hypersensitive to ground borne vibrations and/or noise levels as 

well as other sensory impacts and have been recognized for their warnings of environmental 

hazards and pending dangers.  Where is the measure to report this area of concern? 

Noise Impact is not adequately researched and does not report the adverse impact to the people who 

reside in the access and expansion areas and have not been included in the study as well as the animals. 

 

Piette Attachment May 18, 2020                Page 8. 

 

Conclusions regarding Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Network Expansion SDEIR 

Our review of Sections 4.0, 5.0, 7.0, 9.0 and 10.0 represent our time allotment to this extensive report.  

We have read and reviewed the entire report and our overall conclusions represent a complete 

coverage.  Our reviews and comments in the body of this paper are a part of our conclusion. 

We oppose the approval and certification of the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Network Expansion 

Subsequent Draft Environmental Impact Report in its entirety due to the following: 

 The SDEIR based on the previously approved 2010 HFRP Certified EIR shows new significant 

impacts, a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts and 

adds new information of substantial importance.  These known substantial and significant 

impacts were the reason for pursuing the SDEIR in an attempt to present assumptions and 

mitigations to achieve approval of the project. 

 The Big Hill lands and watersheds and natural habitat are threatened by the planned 

development of this project. 

 The wildlife habitat is already threatened and further invasion will cause significant disruptions 

that knowledgeable ecologists report cannot be repaired or replaced. 

 Changes and destruction of the oak woodland puts the resident property owners, ranchers and 

even the public in danger from wildfires. 

 Increases in visitors/tourists/environmental enthusiasts/equestrians/bicyclists/hikers/in the 

access points and park and trails expansions add a significant increase to the wildfire threat.  

This is supported by past and recently occurring fires in locations very much like ours. 

 Wildfires are taken seriously by local people already mentioned, insurance companies, local fire 

departments and environmental associations but not in the report supporting the development 

of an area rated as a high fire hazard area and identified as a Wildland Urban Interface 

threatening lives.  The welfare and safety of the people is minimally considered and there is no 

reference to evacuation plans.  Section 16.0 reports the plans to be pursued to address the 
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“increased risk to human health….” Including measures taken in the development of the HFRP 

that have been sorely and unsuccessfully developed.  It is a dangerous plan repeating mistakes 

and hazards putting people at risk and using tokens like a helicopter landing zone, a lightweight 

rescue vehicle, water tanks and promises to promote fire safety while moving forward, if 

approved, to expand a trail system impacting 6,000 residences and the occupants and hundreds 

to thousands of visitors.   

 Water has been a concern for years and the depletion of our groundwater is not addressed as 

the plans for expensive engineered septic systems and drilling of wells is included in the plans. 

The use of facilities by hundreds and thousands of individuals is not even mentioned. 

 Placer County has long been recognized as an agricultural community and in support of ranchers 

and the proposed changes and damage to the lands as well as the interference of people and 

dangers posed to animals is not addressed seriously and even ignored.   

Piette Attachment May 18, 2020      Conclusions continued        Page 9. 

 Transportation is a large factor when reviewing every section of the SDEIR.  The seriousness of 

the impact on the roads, in the communities, to the environment is limited in the coverage.  By 

increasing the vehicle traffic in North Auburn on one busy day we estimate well over a thousand 

vehicles on Bell, Cramer, Lone Star and possibly Joeger and Dry Creek coming off of Highway 49 

according to the documented plan. 

 The vehicles will cause pollution including air quality, visual and auditory impacts which we have 

delineated in our itemized review in this paper (Pages 4‐7).  Pollution in all forms result from 

vehicles and the people driving them including hazards to water, our streams and creeks and 

flora and fauna.   

 The need for a County Park and added trails has been questioned and has not been shown to be 

needed.  Support for the trails has been based on surveys and claims that include specific focus 

groups and have not included the property owners, residents, ranchers, farmers, wineries who 

will be directly impacted by every negative reported.  That group, not included, supports the 

ongoing ecologically active Placer Land Trust management and interest in activities with 

oversight.  The Placer County project interest (reported in the SDEIR) encourages recreation, 

limited supervised use of the lands, threats to public safety, indiscretion as it relates to those 

who are local property owners and to the flora and fauna of the area.  This has been witnessed 

since the HFRP was opened.  By studying the SDEIR the action must be on behalf of the people. 

The significance of this conclusions is clearly delineated on every page of the report. 

 

 

Based upon the information in the SDEIR and the assumptions made as well as the negative impacts to 

our communities, we request that you reject this project.  Our conclusion is to approve Alternative 1 in 

the SDEIR.   

 

Please include this correspondence as part of the permanent record. 
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Thank you, 

Jean and Jim Piette 

5395 Bell Road, Auburn, CA 95602     (530) 888‐1340 

Protect Rural Placer 
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From: Jean Piette <jean39.piette@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, September 7, 2020 4:06 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Megan Wood <MWood@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Project 
 
Please include this request to the Public Comment input at the 
September 8, 2020 Board of Supervisors meeting. 
 
We regret not being able to attend the meetings you are scheduling  
in your goal to proceed with the approval of the Hidden Falls Expansion 
Project.  We, and others, have requested delays and varied supports to 
those of us who are challenged when asked to attend meetings and/or 
to participate via the internet/virtual communication access, such as making hard copies of the 
materials available.  It is unrealistic to expect all of us to be technologically advanced as the county 
establishment.  It is a lack of understanding and compassion when you ignore and reject the conditions 
and requests of those you represent. 
 
We previously objected to the premature purchase of the Twilight Ride property next to our home and 
recently objected to the premature intent to move forward with a conditional use permit before the 
Final EIR is approved.  We have consistently requested contacts and sharing of information and planned 
actions and transparency with minimal or no response or acknowledgement.  Today we note a sign 
posted on 5345 Bell Road entry gate regarding the Development of the property.  Once again we were 
not given any prior notice of any kind. 
 
We are requesting that the Project be postponed until such time as 
the county residents and all members of the public in remote locations are able to participate in the 
decision‐making process.  We value the county operation that includes the Municipal Advisory Councils 
and other parts of the organization and would like to see those groups and individuals 
participating.  Those in our community who are able to participate will attend.  We do not consider this 
an acceptable substitute to our participation but are being forced into a situation we are unable to 
control.  The county actions and decisions to move forward in the existing scheduling have suppressed 
our rights to be directly involved. 
 
Please include our communication in the permanent record.  Thank you for your attention. 
 
Sincerely, 
James and Jean Piette     5395 Bell Road, Auburn, Ca 95602      
530‐888‐1340 
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From: Jean Piette <jean39.piette@gmail.com>  

Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 11:08 PM 

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] HFRP Trails Expansion Project 

 

Attached, please find our letter regarding the project referenced.  We ask that you add this to the 

permanent file. 

 

Thank you,  James and Jean Piette 

 

 

September 3. 2020 

Placer County Board of Supervisors Gustafson, Holmes, Gore, Weygandt, Uhler 

BOS@placer.ca.gov 

Re:  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project (HFRP) 

It is with extreme anger and indignation that we are contacting you to express our objection to the 

flagrant and outright arrogance the Placer County Parks Department demonstrated today by posting a 

sign on the Twilight Ride Property for the notice of a Development Proposal Pending for the HFRP item 

noted above.  Once again, disregard for the residents by not reaching out, notifying us of the decision to 

pursue a plan not yet approved, shows the ongoing intent to ignore the rights of the people.  Mr. Fisher 

assured us early on that the Twilight Ride property would not be purchased until the SEIR was approved. 

The unethical actions were appalling then and the current actions are appalling.   

We must express our ongoing concerns regarding this project due to the direct impact it will have on us 

and our neighbors.  We are at risk, due to our location, of the extreme wildfire risk and have not seen 

any acceptable measures or mitigations suggested that will resolve this concern.  We have not seen the 

necessary actions needed including funding for management and maintenance of existing parks and 

trails to assure safety for all.  Minimal road paving is not what is needed to address what is necessary to 

assure residents and others to have safe ingress and egress on dangerous, narrow roads with excess 

traffic during emergencies.   

Our concerns include the impact the project will have on our rural lifestyles, the ranching and 

agriculture that has been in place and successful for many life times.  Our current economic situation 

due to the pandemic is not resolved and, even though we are what is a wealthy County, there are needs 

not addressed including first responders and small businesses that are struggling.   Being a rural County 

many of us are limited regarding access issues and tech support.  While all of this is happening, we have 

seen a rush in the County to push forward plans and projects without consideration for transparency, 
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for open communication with County residents and providing necessary materials for all to access prior 

to any finalization.   We continue to ask for these very basic needs. 

We ask that you seriously consider our situation and include us and our neighbors in the decision‐

making process.   

 

Sincerely, 

James and Jean Piette      Protect Rural Placer     

5395 Bell Road, Auburn, CA 95602     (530) 888‐1340 
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From: Jean Piette <jean39.piette@gmail.com>  

Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 11:08 PM 

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] HFRP Trails Expansion Project 

 

Attached, please find our letter regarding the project referenced.  We ask that you add this to the 

permanent file. 

 

Thank you,  James and Jean Piette 

 

 

September 3. 2020 

Placer County Board of Supervisors Gustafson, Holmes, Gore, Weygandt, Uhler 

BOS@placer.ca.gov 

Re:  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project (HFRP) 

It is with extreme anger and indignation that we are contacting you to express our objection to the 

flagrant and outright arrogance the Placer County Parks Department demonstrated today by posting a 

sign on the Twilight Ride Property for the notice of a Development Proposal Pending for the HFRP item 

noted above.  Once again, disregard for the residents by not reaching out, notifying us of the decision to 

pursue a plan not yet approved, shows the ongoing intent to ignore the rights of the people.  Mr. Fisher 

assured us early on that the Twilight Ride property would not be purchased until the SEIR was approved. 

The unethical actions were appalling then and the current actions are appalling.   

We must express our ongoing concerns regarding this project due to the direct impact it will have on us 

and our neighbors.  We are at risk, due to our location, of the extreme wildfire risk and have not seen 

any acceptable measures or mitigations suggested that will resolve this concern.  We have not seen the 

necessary actions needed including funding for management and maintenance of existing parks and 

trails to assure safety for all.  Minimal road paving is not what is needed to address what is necessary to 

assure residents and others to have safe ingress and egress on dangerous, narrow roads with excess 

traffic during emergencies.   

Our concerns include the impact the project will have on our rural lifestyles, the ranching and 

agriculture that has been in place and successful for many life times.  Our current economic situation 

due to the pandemic is not resolved and, even though we are what is a wealthy County, there are needs 

not addressed including first responders and small businesses that are struggling.   Being a rural County 

many of us are limited regarding access issues and tech support.  While all of this is happening, we have 

seen a rush in the County to push forward plans and projects without consideration for transparency, 
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for open communication with County residents and providing necessary materials for all to access prior 

to any finalization.   We continue to ask for these very basic needs. 

We ask that you seriously consider our situation and include us and our neighbors in the decision‐

making process.   

 

Sincerely, 

James and Jean Piette      Protect Rural Placer     

5395 Bell Road, Auburn, CA 95602     (530) 888‐1340 
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From: Jean Piette <jean39.piette@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, September 5, 2020 1:46 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion Final SEIR 
 
To Supervisors Gustafson, Holmes, Gore, Weygandt, Uhler: 
 
I received the notice regarding the availability of the Plan and am not able to 
access it online.   We continue to shelter in place during the ongoing pandemic  
due to our health status and would need a pre‐arranged way to pick up a copy. 
We are requesting that a copy be available for us as we are realizing the time  
frame for this process is severely limited.   
 
Please be aware that as seniors and residents of the North Auburn community 
that we are in a situation that limits our ability to address this critically important 
action.  This is not the first time we have asked that you consider the people in  
the plans you are developing.   
 
Your rush to achieve your goals continues to work against us.  The least you can 
do is make the plan accessible.  A more considerate move would be to change 
your time frame and recognize the role we should have in the overall process. 
 
Please acknowledge this request and advise as to your decisions in addressing 
our needs. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
James and Jean Piette     5395 Bell Road, Auburn, Ca. 95602      530‐888‐1340 
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From: Sabrina Nash <sabrina.nash@ymail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 2:46 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Letter submission for Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR 
 

Hello, 
 
Attached please find subject letter in response to the DSEIR.  Please acknowledge 
receipt.  

Thank you. 

Sabrina Nash on Behalf of Jim & Sally Otto 
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From: Jan Tarantino <jan.tarantino339@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2020 10:02 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Environmental Coordination Services 
<CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov>; PCSO Administration 
<PCSOAdmin@placer.ca.gov>; Valerie McGuire <VMcGuire@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Robert Weygandt <RWeygand@placer.ca.gov>; Shanti Landon <SLandon@placer.ca.gov>; Jim Holmes 
<JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Bonnie Gore 
<BonnieGore@placer.ca.gov>; Landon Wolf <LandonWolf@placer.ca.gov>; Kirk Uhler 
<KUhler@placer.ca.gov>; Ashley Brown <ANBrown@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna 
<KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK (HPRF) EXPANSION DSEIR

Attached please find a letter from Mr. Joe Parisi dated July 21, 2020 which he authored and would like 
admitted into evidence as it relates to the subject above.  The attachment referred to in the 7/21/20 letter, dated 
May 19.2020 is also attached.

Thank you for taking the time to review and document Mr. Parisi's concerns regarding this critical issue.
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INFORMATION TO BE SUBMITTED AS EVIDENCE 

Reference (a): Telephone conference call, same topic, dated March 19, 2020 and my follow-up document 

submitted as evidence dated May 19, 2019 (attached). 

TO:  Placer County Board of Supervisors, BOS@placer.ca.gov, Cindy Gustafson 

cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov, Placer County Planning Commission scolbert@placer.ca.gov, 

Community Resource Development Agency, cdraecs@placer.ca.gov, Placer County Parks Division 

afisher@placer.ca.gov, Placer County Clerk’s Office mwood@placer.ca.gov, Placer County Sherriff 

pcsoadmin@placer.ca.gov, vmcguire@placer.ca.gov, County/Cal Fire (please forward) 

CC: Robert Weygandt <RWeygand@placer.ca.gov>; Shanti Landon <SLandon@placer.ca.gov>; Jim 

Holmes <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Bonnie Gore 

<BonnieGore@placer.ca.gov>; Landon Wolf <LandonWolf@placer.ca.gov>; Kirk Uhler 

<KUhler@placer.ca.gov>; Ashley Brown <ANBrown@placer.ca.gov>, Kelly McCaughna 

<KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov> 
 

FROM:  Joe Parisi, 8860 Auburn Valley Road, Auburn, CA 95602 (jpari5@aol.com)  

DATE: 21 July 2020 
 

SUBJ:  HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK (HPRF) EXPANSION DSEIR  

 

Thank you taking the time to review and document my concerns regarding the above subject. 

This amendment to Reference (a) document is submitted because of the time constraint of Reference 

(a), and additional significant and critical concerns with the subject that I believe must also be disclosed. 

WILDFIRE EMERGENCY SAFETY EVACUATION PROBLEM 

1. The subject unconscionably omits that Placer County identifies wildfire as the highest 

risk/hazard in the area, and is ranked as the highest priority of SIGNIFIGANCE by Placer County, 

and since the possibility is ranked as LIKELY, with the potential ranked a CATASTROPHIC, 

roadway conditions should be of the highest priority; however, the County knows, has 

identified, can foresee, and intends to access HFRP via Auburn Valley Road and Curtola Ranch 

Driveway/Road. 

 

2. Auburn Valley Road is land belonging to the Auburn Valley Property Owners Association as a 

private road within the subdivision.  It connects to Bell Road in the North and is not a through 

road, ending at the Golf Course in the South.  The road was not intended, designed, or built for 

street or highway public access.  It was intended, designed, and built as a private road for 

Subdivision Lot owners, with rights of ingress and egress to the Lot Owners, their licensees, 

visitors, tenants, and servants.  Additionally, the road was intended, designed, and built to 

support the Subdivision normal and winter storm water flows, and not for street or highway 

public access, or an additional 560 public vehicle daily use/burden.  Curtola Ranch 

Road/Driveway is a private road, converted driveway 700’ long, consisting of four (4) parcels on 

(7) seven acres.  It connects Auburn Valley Road in the East and after 700’ extends west on a 

one-way dirt and gravel road to farm and residential property.  It was intended, designed, and 

built for only four (4) parcel owners and farm maintenance and management personnel, NOT for 

street or highway public access - - - or 560 public vehicle daily use/burden. 
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INFORMATION TO BE SUBMITTED AS EVIDENCE 

Reference (a): Telephone conference call, same topic, dated March 19, 2020 and my follow-up document 

submitted as evidence dated May 19, 2019 (attached). 

3. The subject documents and existing dam, where staging locations at each end of the one lane 

road section exists, but neglects to document the other existing dam, known as the Otto dam. 

The Otto Pond, dam and Curtola Ranch Road/Driveway are on the four parcels of private 

property.  The Otto dam is one of fourteen (14) subdivision and golf course water system man-

made ponds, intended, designed and built for water flow from pond-to-pond, through and 

under the Otto dam, pond and Curtola Ranch Road/Driveway to ponds on the Golf Course back 

nine.  It was not intended, designed, or built for street or highway public access, or an additional 

560 public vehicle daily use per day.  Only for Subdivision Lot, Parcel Owner, Farm and Resident 

vehicle use. 

The subject does NOT disclose the road and dam geographic impact, potential necessary 

additional road improvements, street and highway public use and impact to the dam that holds 

back 5.2 acres, average depth of 11’, and is estimated to have a depth of 25’-30’ of water in this 

section of the road that is a threat to life and residences, existing within 75’ of the dam. 

4. Additionally, wildfire evacuations from Curtola Ranch Road and Auburn Valley Road will be 

constrained by other local area roads merging onto Bell Road (chokepoints); Lone Star Road, Big 

Hill Road, Cramer Road, Hubbard Road and Joeger Road, combined with all of the roads having 

serious geographic issues, resulting in impacts that are potentially blocking emergency wildfire 

response personnel and catastrophic to life itself. 

Overlay the Paradise Camp Fire on Curtola Ranch/Driveway, Auburn Valley Road to Bell Road wildfire 

evacuations, then consider 1, 2, 3, and 4 above with an additional 560 vehicles (including trucks and 

horse trailers), thereby increasing the evacuation time during the 49er fire from the 1.5 hour previous 

evacuation to an increase of approximately three hours evacuation time.  Result:  most likely loss of 

Placer County Residents’ lives and damage to Placer County Residents’ property that appears to not be 

relevant enough to be included in the subject – or to the Placer County Board of Supervisors, Planning 

Commission, Community Resource Development Agency or the Parks Division. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Joe Parisi 

Joe Parisi 

/JP 
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INFORMATION TO BE SUBMITTEED AS EVIDENCE 
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TO: Placer County Board of Supervisors, Placer County Planning Commission, 
 Community Resource Development Agency, Placer County Parks Division  

FROM: Joe Parisi, 8860 Auburn Valley Road, Auburn, CA 95602 (jpari5@aol.com) 

SUBJ: HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK EXPANSION DSEIR 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The subject documents state that “County access via Auburn Valley Road is provided 
by an offer of public dedication that the County has not accepted to date”. 

This belief is based on a County staff document, dated November 2016, that “indicates 
that Auburn Valley Road and two other roads, are privately owned, with the title of said 
roads reserved to the undersigned, its assigns and successors to be held until such 
time as the County of Placer may permit, require, or request that said roads be 
dedicated to the County, at which time the undersigned or the successors in interest 
shall so dedicate the same”.  “By this statement, fee title to Auburn Valley Road was 
held by Auburn Valley Corporation”, and “clearly identifies the intention to dedicate the 
road to Placer County”. 

Title Right and Access to Auburn Valley Road 

• November 2016: County staff documented in two documents that the County 
believes delineate our easement rights over Auburn Valley Road and Curtola 
Ranch Road.  Easements #1998-0047099 and #1998-0047100. 

• Current 2020: The DSEIR documents “the County access via Auburn Valley 
Road is provided by an offer of public dedication that the County has not 
accepted to date”. 

The above County document is accurate in that said roads be dedicated to the County, 
and fee title to Auburn Valley Road was held by Auburn Valley Corporation, 
HOWEVER, the statements were taken from a contract, the PLAT, between Auburn 
Valley Corporation, Lawrence Curtola and Placer County dated April 1961. 

• The DSEIR states, as fact, that access via Auburn Valley Road is provided by an 
offer of public dedication.  That dedication was fact in April 1961 and founded on 
the belief of Auburn Valley Corporation, Lawrence Curtola and the County 
working together in the late 1950’s to create a Golf Course and Subdivision Golf 
Community, and that the Subdivision would hook up its water, sewer and roads 
to the County water, sewer and roads. 

• In April 1961, the Auburn Valley Corporation, Lawrence Curtola and the County 
entered into a contract, the PLAT, to accomplish building the golf course and 
developing the subdivision, however, the County chose not to participate in the 
water, sewer or road projects. 

• The Auburn Valley Corporation and the undersigned had NO involvement with 
the County related to the PLAT after an advisory committee, consisting of the 
County of Placer, Auburn Valley Corporation, Subdivision Developers, AVG, 
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INFORMATION TO BE SUBMITTEED AS EVIDENCE 
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Auburn Valley Service Corporation and Community Members, that had monthly 
meetings for five (5) years to connect the Subdivision to water, sewer and roads, 
was terminated in the early 1990’s.  The County was paid for their Committee 
work.  The committee was authorized by the Board of Supervisors in 1988. 

• After at least ten (10) years of no related involvement with the County and 
repeated refusals to have any commitment to subdivision road projects, the 
Auburn Valley Corporation, at the request of Auburn Valley Property Owners 
Association, in 2005, QUITCLAIMED Auburn Valley Road to the Auburn Valley 
Property Owners Association – the only other and current title holder of the land 
described as Auburn Valley Road – as shown on that certain map entitled 
“Auburn Valley Subdivision Unit No. 1”. 

It appears that in 2005 the county was no longer an Auburn Valley Corporation, 
Lawrence Curtola presumed beneficiary, and the Auburn Valley Property Owner’s 
Association, Inc. has not entered into any agreement with the County related to Wedge 
Way  (currently Estates Drive/Estates Court), Fairway Court or Auburn Valley Road. 

• The DSEIR does NOT address what obligations, necessary and required, to 
bring the roads up to County standards; e.g. the costs of normal maintenance 
and repairs caused by winter storms, road flooding and erosion, {through a 
designed water controlled system designed for a golf course and 145 residential 
lots}.  NOT for an additional 560 vehicles per day and the obligations the County 
would have if WEDGE WAY, FAIRWAY COURT and AUBURN VALLEY ROAD 
were dedicated to the County. 

Private Auburn Valley Road and Public Use 

• In the PLAT documents the County and Auburn Valley Corporation agreed that 
“this map and subdivision does NOT dedicate any portion of this tract for street or 

highway purposes and the parcels of land laying within the boundaries of 

WEDGE WAY, FAIRWAY COURT and AUBURN VALLEY ROAD and are so 

designated upon the map within the title of said roads reserved to the 

undersigned, its assigns and successors”. 
 
NOTE:  The California Vehicle Code documents that:  
➢ “Street or highway are publicly maintained and for use by the public.  Road or 

Driveway are privately maintained and or use by property owner or persons 
approved by the property owner”. 

➢ privately owned and maintained roads “include roads owned and maintained 
by a city, county or district that are NOT dedicated to use by the public for 
purposes of vehicular traffic 

• Rights of ingress and egress over the above roads are hereby granted to the 
future lot owners of the subdivision, their licensees, visitors, tenants, and 
servants”. 
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• “Rights of way and easements are hereby granted as follows: (A), (B), (C), D), 
(E), to the appropriate company, corporation, association of Public Body for the 
installation of maintenance and for anchorage of poles for overhead wires, cables 
or conduits with the right to trim or remove trees therein necessary”. 
 
NOTE:   
➢ The years of the Auburn Valley Corporation, Lawrence Curtola and the 

County working together to create a Subdivision and Golf Course, and then 
entering into a contract, the PLAT, to assure it would be a Golfing community 
with private roads for the Lot Owners and not for street or highway public use. 

➢ The above excerpts from the California Vehicle Code and the PLAT, 
combined with the county refusing to participate with Subdivision developers 
to work on Unit No. 1, Unit No. 2 and Unit #3 road projects, as was the intent 
of Lawrence Curtola, and the QUITCLAIM DEED, establishes beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the County has NO claim for public use of WEDGE 
WAY, FAIRWAY COURT or AUBURN VALLEY ROAD. 

 

WHY does the DSEIR not disclose the improvements necessary and required to bring 
the three roads up to Placer County standards, the costs of maintenance and repairs of 
the roads caused by only 145 residential lots and the golf course that will be burdened 
by an additional 560 vehicles per day. Seven days a week! 

The 2018-19 winter storms caused the Homeowner’s Association to spend ~ $87,829 
on flooding of Auburn Valley Road, the common areas, Auburn Valley lot owner’s 
property as well as repairing the continuing erosion of Auburn Valley Road. 

 

WHY does the DSEIR not disclose the critical geographic and physical limitations of 
Auburn Valley Road and the associated costs and actions necessary to remedy them: 

• Few shoulder or emergency pull over areas; its narrow, winding and has many blind 
spots, a deep and wide normal and winder storm runoff ditch at the pavements edge 
running all the way from Upper Valley Road to the beginning of the Otto pond 

• No adequate lighting for night travel conditions 
• No cell phone service to summon emergency responders 
• No double stripes 
• No shoulders for bike lanes for the 3’ clearance required by law (and for which 

motorists are obligated to give to bikes) 
• Extremely rare presence of police personnel (sheriff or CHP) 

  

658



INFORMATION TO BE SUBMITTEED AS EVIDENCE 

4 | P a g e  
 

 

WHY dies the DSEIR not disclose the projected impact of an additional 560 vehicles 
(including truck and horse trailers) trips on a single busy day, and additionally the man 
made Otto pond and dam that was designed to accept normal water flow from the 
subdivision and golf course north/east down through, into and under, the manmade dam 
that borders the edge of Curtola Ranch Driveway, the damage to private property on 
Curtola Ranch Driveway and the dam when construction to bring the driveway to 
County standards – and to a dam not designated to withstand street or highway public 
use of 560 vehicles per day? 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joe Parisi 

/jp 
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From: John Lounsbery <john.lounsbery@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 8:09 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 
 

The proposed expansion or improvements to Hidden Falls is simply spreading equal 
or greater pain to other communities. The current problems in the adjacent 
community with disrespect for property owners is rampant and that community 
needs relief.  Spreading that grief to other communities without sufficient 
accommodations for park users is committing the same mistake once again.  The 
perceived thinking appears to be that more access would reduce the pressure on 
the current neighborhood.  This is not the case.  The Parks purpose is to increase 
usage/attendance.  Expansion and increased access will not reduce the pain on the 
neighborhoods, just increase the number of neighborhoods suffering from park 
users abuse. THe proposed increase in patronage is far greater than the proposed 
infrastructure improvements can accommodate. 
I encourage you to solve one problem before creating multiple new 
problems.  Consider spending the money on purchasing the properties under siege 
and using those properties for infrastructure improvements. 
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From: Judith Whitman <judie@jwhitman.net>  
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2020 6:05 PM 
To: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Janet Tarantino <jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net>; Cindy 
Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Placer 
County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Mike & Jan Krug <mikekrug@gmail.com>; Jackie Caswell <thecaswells1@comcast.net>; Michael Lake 
<northslope@att.net>; Carolyn Clair <carolyn.clair@yahoo.com>; Diane Peterson 
<dianecrew@mac.com>; Kaylene Hallberg <kayhallberg2@aol.com>; Frank & Betty Noey 
<franknoey@gmail.com>; Donna Biles <dkbiles@att.net>; eric.moss <eric.moss@att.net>; Judy Isaman 
<jgisaman@aol.com>; Jane Wurst <jawurst@yahoo.com>; Tim O’Leary <toleary69@sbcglobal.net>; Bob 
Mantz <bobmantz@gmail.com>; Lydia Schrader <schradermd@icloud.com>; copperstar28@gmail.com 
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] URGENT! May 14th Planning Commission Hearing Update 
 
Ms. Colbert, Supervisor Gustafson and Ms. McCaughna – I would like to report to you on the conduct of 
last night’s Planning Commission meeting.  Specifically, the audio system used to broadcast the callers 
was terrible and resulted in those of us listening not being able to hear many of the callers and the 
important points they were making.  Those comments were simply unintelligible and it appeared from 
the look on the reporters face that the people in the hearing room were also unable to understand what 
the callers were saying.  This problem should have been anticipated and resolved with a better sound 
system long before the hearing was conducted.   
 
Further, it does not appear that anyone who did not make an advance reservation was able to get 
through to voice their thoughts.  Although the below email assured us that everyone would get a chance 
to speak, that simply did not happen.  It seems clear that no one is really interested in what those who 
oppose the project have to say. 
 
When comparing the callers in favor of the project to those opposed to it, opponents outnumbered 
proponents almost 3 to 1  (13 in favor; 30 opposed) with many of the proponents living outside of 
Auburn.  While I would hope that would be impactful, I suspect it will not be.  For the most part, the 
proponents did not offer any facts or evidence to support their positions – they simply want to recreate 
in our area.  While the opponents presented fact‐driven information specifically related to the Draft 
SEIR, I wonder how much that will matter since it seems the County is determined to push this project 
through regardless of its adverse impact on many of the communities in our area.  The caller from 
Roseville made a valid point – why are all of the County’s tax dollar for parks, etc. being spent on this 
project when there are so many promised but not provided parks, sports fields, playgrounds and the like 
in other Placer County cities. 
 
It is extremely disappointing to watch our County be managed in this one‐sided, prejudicial fashion. 
 
Judith Whitman 
 
 
From: Judith Whitman  
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 11:26 AM 
To: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Janet Tarantino <jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net>; Cindy 
Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Placer 
County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Mike & Jan Krug <mikekrug@gmail.com>; Jackie Caswell <thecaswells1@comcast.net>; Michael Lake 

667



<northslope@att.net>; Carolyn Clair <carolyn.clair@yahoo.com>; Diane Peterson 
<dianecrew@mac.com>; Kaylene Hallberg <kayhallberg2@aol.com>; Frank & Betty Noey 
<franknoey@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] URGENT! May 14th Planning Commission Hearing Update 
 
This explanation only creates further confusion – it was no mystery that the content of this hearing 
would generate many callers – why did Placer County wait until 3 days before the hearing to address 
that issue?  And why was it not explained that either call in method would be acceptable?  It seems clear 
that the intent was to create confusion and uncertainty which it definitely did.  Postponing this hearing 
so the entire notice issue and call in instructions can be properly circulated and clarified is critical – 
anything less points to a clear decision on the part of the County to exclude vital comments about this 
significant issue. 
 
 
From: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 9:48 AM 
To: Janet Tarantino <jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net>; Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; 
Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors 
<BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Judith Whitman <judie@jwhitman.net>; Mike & Jan Krug <mikekrug@gmail.com>; Jackie Caswell 
<thecaswells1@comcast.net>; Michael Lake <northslope@att.net>; Carolyn Clair 
<carolyn.clair@yahoo.com>; Diane Peterson <dianecrew@mac.com>; Kaylene Hallberg 
<kayhallberg2@aol.com>; Frank & Betty Noey <franknoey@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] URGENT! May 14th Planning Commission Hearing Update 
 

Good Morning Folks, 
The call-in number hasn’t changed – the County IT has offered another option:  the 
ability to make a reservation to make a comment.  The original number is still to be 
used, but only has the capacity for 20 callers at a time.  Our operators will be answering 
calls on the original number as well as calling ‘reserved’ commenters (new number 
distributed and posted yesterday) and transferring them into the hearing 
room.  Anticipating the possible hundreds of telephonic commenters and the frustration 
of being on hold for hours, this option was created to ease the bottle neck and benefit 
the public.  
Be well ~ 
 
Sue Colbert 
Senior Board / Commission Clerk 
(530) 745-3113 | scolbert@placer.ca.gov 
 
From: Janet Tarantino <jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 7:44 AM 
To: Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; 
Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Janet Tarantino <jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net>; Judith Whitman <judie@jwhitman.net>; Mike & Jan 
Krug <mikekrug@gmail.com>; Jackie Caswell <thecaswells1@comcast.net>; Michael Lake 
<northslope@att.net>; Carolyn Clair <carolyn.clair@yahoo.com>; Diane Peterson 
<dianecrew@mac.com>; Kaylene Hallberg <kayhallberg2@aol.com>; Frank & Betty Noey 
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<franknoey@gmail.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] URGENT! May 14th Planning Commission Hearing Update 
 
Cindy/Kelly/Sue: 
 
This is absolutely absurd and will result in unplanned, limited 
participation.  I am on Supervisor Gustafson's list and have 
been very active on the Hidden Falls topic (including a F2F 
meeting with Supervisor Gustafson at the site - and did not 
receive this notice! It is imperative everyone on this lists 
noted by Sue Colbert PLUS all 6,000 individuals who received 
earlier notices by mail regarding the Hidden Falls topic be 
advised of this last minute change - or the meeting MUST be 
postponed.  The change constitutes minimal notice to a limited 
number of people which is is not legal or acceptable.  Please 
immediately remedy this situation. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Janet Tarantino 
Auburn Valley 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Judith Whitman <judie@jwhitman.net> 
To: Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna <kmccaughna@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Michael Krug <mikekrug@gmail.com>; jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net <jan_tarantino@sbcglobal.net>; 
MM L <northslope@att.net>; Carolyn Clair <carolyn.clair@yahoo.com>; Tim O’Leary 
<toleary69@sbcglobal.net>; Frank Noey <franknoey@gmail.com>; Jackie Caswell 
<jackiefcaswell@gmail.com>; Caswell Peter & Jackie <pmcaswell@comcast.net>; Caswell Peter & 
Jackie <thecaswells1@comcast.net>; kayhallberg2@aol.com <kayhallberg2@aol.com>; Kaylene 
Hallberg Ed and <drehallberg33@aol.com>; Kaylene Hallberg <dredmondo@aol.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2020, 5:42:59 PM PDT 
Subject: FW: May 14th Planning Commission Hearing Update 
 

Ladies --- this just came in – I do not know who else received it.  However, this instruction for how to 
participate in the call-in portion of the meeting is completely different from what we have been told and 
what was stated in the agenda for the meeting, which was posted a few days ago, and the 
correspondence from Shirlee Herrington dated May 8th.  The County could not have made this any more 
confusing if it had tried – this meeting is never going to be acceptable since the instructions for 
participating are so confusing and conflicting.  Let’s get it straight – this is an important matter for many 
of  us and we are entitled to have fair hearing.  I think the notice below, if it must be followed as to the 
way to call-in, has to be sent to all persons in the community who have a right to attend this meeting and 
speak at it.  It may be too late for a mailing for 6000 community members – perhaps this meeting needs to 
be continued until proper notice has been given. 

  

Please let me know how you intend to address this serious issue. 
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Thank you, Judith Whitman 

  

  

From: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>  
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2020 2:09 PM 
To: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Shirlee Herrington <SHerring@placer.ca.gov>; Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Leigh 
Chavez <LChavez@placer.ca.gov>; Kara Conklin <KConklin@placer.ca.gov>; EJ Ivaldi 
<EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: May 14th Planning Commission Hearing Update 

  

PLANNING COMMISSION 

If you wish to listen to the Planning Commission Hearing ONLY, please dial 1+ 
(619) 483-4068 and enter I.D. 223370375#. 

Online public participation for the 

May 14th Planning Commission Meeting 

4:00 p.m. Start Time 

5:00 p.m. Hidden Falls Trails Expansion Item 

Published May 11, 2020 

UPDATE:  For the Thursday, May 14th hearing - Make a reservation for Public Comment by calling 
the Placer County Planning Commission Public Comment Line (530) 886-1810.  Leave your name, 
phone number and item you wish to provide public comment on. Staff will contact you to verify 
your sign up; you will be called during the meeting proceedings to provide comments for the 
relevant item. 

Best regards, 

Sue Colbert 

  

LISTS:    Hidden Falls(2) 
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            Hidden Falls Homeowner’s 

Hidden Falls 

CEQA Noticing – All Projects 

  

Sue Colbert 

Senior Board / Commission Clerk 

Community Development Resource Agency 

Planning Services Division 

3091 County Center Drive 

Auburn, CA  95603 

(530) 745-3113 | (530) 745-3080 fax | scolbert@placer.ca.gov 

  

 

  

              

  

  

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking 
action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator 
in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. 
Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 
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From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 6:53 PM 
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion Project, May 14 Public Meeting SDEIR 
Comments 
 
Good Evening Planning Commission Members and Guests, and thank you Lisa Carnahan for 
the Parks Department’s presentation about the proposed expansion. 
 
Of the 72, Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures identified, 69 of these were 
labeled LTS or Less than significant after mitigation.  Three were labeled SU. I can only 
guess that SU most likely represents Significantly Unavoidable since this abbreviation is 
missing from the table key. 
 
For quick reference Table 2-1 Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Pages 
2-9 and 2-20, Impact Items 7-3, 8-3, and Transportation and Circulation Impacts are 
labeled SU.  The table key lists only LTS = Less than significant and PS = Potentially 
significant. 
 
If I was the Parks Department, I would give my consultants a pat on the back for this 
outstanding report that scores their plan a 94 percent. A plan almost 20 years in the making 
without stakeholder input. That stakeholder being the 6,000 families that will be impacted 
by this proposed expansion.  
 
From day one of hearing about this expansion, I as a stakeholder of this project have made 
suggestions at MAC meetings, Planning meetings, Parks meetings, and BOS meetings about 
how to mitigate the environmental, financial, safety, and human impacts. Not once was I or 
any of the members of Protect Rural Placer contacted by AECOM to provide evidence and 
specific information through personal observation and local personal knowledge about the 
proposed expansion area and asked to contribute to this report. 
 
The 2020 California Environmental Quality Act, Statute and Guidelines states in: 
 
CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
Article 7. EIR Process 
Section15087. Public Review of Draft EIR (page 174)  
 
(g) To make copies of EIRs available to the public, Lead Agencies should furnish copies of 
draft EIRs to public library systems serving the area involved. Copies should also be 
available in offices of the Lead Agency. 
Due to the physical closure of our libraries and Placer County offices on March 17 from the 
County’s Sheltering in Placer Order, I am requesting that this SDEIR does not go 
immediately for certification when it is updated with new information that address the issues 
raised this evening and during the comment period that runs through May 20. 
 
My request also includes that all 6,000 families receive a mailed notification that a revised 
version is available for 60 days so a thorough review of the new information may be made 
by the stakeholders and addressed at MAC, Planning, Park and BOS meetings. 
 
Please accept my comments this evening as part of this meeting’s permanent record. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
Judy Isaman 
Protect Rural Placer, Steering Committee 
 
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
916.698.1055 
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From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 4, 2020 1:37 PM 
To: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com; judie@jwhitman.net 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
 
Hello Andy, 
  

Last week during the request to the BOS to amend the AECOM contract, you had mentioned that the 
responses to the DSEIR may be completed by Fall.  With this information I began to wonder if a schedule 
of activities had been drafted, and if so, am requesting a copy of that schedule (similar to my June 28 
request which follows). 

 Also, about the request to amend the contract – while we are aware of the overwhelming response to 
the DSEIR it was also mentioned that there were changes to CEQA that had to be met too.  “Changes to 
CEQA” is a very broad statement.  If you (or perhaps someone from AECOM) would please be specific 
and detail those CEQA changes from 2018 to now and provide this information to PRP, we would be very 
appreciative. 

 Thank you, 

Judy 

 Please excuse iSpelling  

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Date: June 28, 2020 at 11:53:58 AM PDT 
To: "afisher@placer.ca.gov" <afisher@placer.ca.gov>,  "lcarnaha@placer.ca.gov" 
<lcarnaha@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: "KGrehm@placer.ca.gov" <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>,  "jawurst@yahoo.com" 
<jawurst@yahoo.com>,  "cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov" 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>,  "jholmes@placer.ca.gov" 
<jholmes@placer.ca.gov>,  "judie@jwhitman.net" <judie@jwhitman.net> 
Subject: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
Reply-To: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 

Hi Andy and Lisa,  

 Everyone involved in this project is aware that compiling the above mentioned report took a bit longer 
than expected (refer to attached next steps document from June 2018).   

Now that it has been over a month month since the close of the public comment period, Protect Rural 
Placer is curious about the timeline and activities that will be taking place before this is an action item on 
the BOS agenda.  
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Please provide us with your current projected timeline which includes activities and dates. 

 Thank you, 

Judy 

 judy isaman 

jgisaman@aol.com 

916.698.1055 

 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the 
recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited 
and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast 
Ltd, an innovator in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your 
human generated data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 
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From: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov>  
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 1:35 PM 
To: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com; judie@jwhitman.net; Kelly 
McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy 
Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout <MRideout@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] 3rd Request: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
 
Judy, we have not determined a final schedule for meetings leading up to the requested adoption of the 
final SEIR since we have not finished producing the final document for circulation.  There will be a 
minimum 10‐day circulation of the final document prior to public meetings, and we will let you know as 
soon as the final document is ready for review.  We will also let you know as soon as the public meetings 
are scheduled. 
 
Concerning the changes to CEQA guidelines, the two major areas of change were 1) information on 
wildfire, that was formerly discussed as a section within the chapter on Public Services, has now been 
expanded into a stand‐alone Wildfire chapter, and 2) traffic analysis, that was previously based on level 
of service impacts, is now analyzed on the basis of vehicle miles traveled.  In our case, given the timing 
in the midst of the traffic analysis transition, we performed both types of analysis.  
 
Andy Fisher, Parks Administrator 
Placer County | Department of Public Works | Parks and Grounds Division 
Address 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 220, Auburn, CA 95603 
(530) 889-6819 office | (530) 613-5568 cell | (530) 889-6809 fax | placer.ca.gov 
 
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 10:40 AM 
To: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com; judie@jwhitman.net; Cindy Gustafson 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Jim Holmes <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna 
<KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 3rd Request: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
 
Hi Andy,  
 
At the North Auburn Town Hall on August 19, Supervisor Gustafson mentioned that the Hidden Falls 
SDEIR may be coming before the Parks Commission, Planning Commission and BOS within the next 
month. 
 
My first request to you for the Hidden Falls project timeline concerning the SDEIR was on June 28, 
followed by a second request on August 4. Since there has been no response from you or anyone in your 
office I am following up once again to request a time frame for the next steps in the Hidden Falls SDEIR 
project. 
 
Based on my previous experience with the project timelines for Hidden Falls, I am aware of unforeseen 
changes to due dates.  However, when you requested additional funds for AECOM to the BOS in July, it 
appears that there is a draft timeline that is driving the project, and on behalf of PRP, I am requesting 
this information now for the third time.  
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Also, speaking of AECOM and the request to amend the contract - while we are aware of the 
overwhelming response to the SDEIR, it was also mentioned that there were changes to CEQA that had 
to be met too. “Changes to CEQA” is a very broad statement. I’m asking you (or someone from AECOM) 
to detail those specific CEQA changes from 2018 to now and provide this info to me as well (request in 
my August 4 email).  
 
I look forward to hearing from you very soon. 
Thank you, 
Judy 
 
  
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
916.698.1055 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
To: AFisher@placer.ca.gov 
Cc: LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov; KGrehm@placer.ca.gov; BOS@placer.ca.gov; jawurst@yahoo.com; 
judie@jwhitman.net 
Sent: Tue, Aug 4, 2020 1:36 pm 
Subject: RE: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 

Hello Andy, 

  
Last week during the request to the BOS to amend the AECOM contract, you had mentioned that the 
responses to the DSEIR may be completed by Fall.  With this information I began to wonder if a schedule 
of activities had been drafted, and if so, am requesting a copy of that schedule (similar to my June 28 
request which follows). 
  
Also, about the request to amend the contract – while we are aware of the overwhelming response to the 
DSEIR it was also mentioned that there were changes to CEQA that had to be met too.  “Changes to 
CEQA” is a very broad statement.  If you (or perhaps someone from AECOM) would please be specific 
and detail those CEQA changes from 2018 to now and provide this information to PRP, we would be very 
appreciative. 
  
Thank you, 
Judy 
  
  
Please excuse iSpelling  
 
Begin forwarded message: 
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Date: June 28, 2020 at 11:53:58 AM PDT 
To: "afisher@placer.ca.gov" <afisher@placer.ca.gov>,  "lcarnaha@placer.ca.gov" 
<lcarnaha@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: "KGrehm@placer.ca.gov" <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>,  "jawurst@yahoo.com" 
<jawurst@yahoo.com>,  "cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov" 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>,  "jholmes@placer.ca.gov" 
<jholmes@placer.ca.gov>,  "judie@jwhitman.net" <judie@jwhitman.net> 
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Subject: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
Reply-To: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Hi Andy and Lisa,  
  
Everyone involved in this project is aware that compiling the above mentioned report took a bit longer 
than expected (refer to attached next steps document from June 2018).   
  
Now that it has been over a month month since the close of the public comment period, Protect Rural 
Placer is curious about the timeline and activities that will be taking place before this is an action item on 
the BOS agenda.  
  
Please provide us with your current projected timeline which includes activities and dates. 
  
Thank you, 
Judy 
  
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
916.698.1055 

 
 

Disclaimer 
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the 
recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited 
and may be unlawful. 

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.
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This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast 
Ltd, an innovator in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your 
human generated data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 

 
 

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved,  
renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.
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From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 11:00 PM 
To: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com; judie@jwhitman.net; Kelly 
McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy 
Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout <MRideout@placer.ca.gov>; 
thecaswells1@comcast.net 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] PRP: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project ‐ Fact or Rumor? 
 
Hello Andy,  
 
I have heard a rumor that the SDEIR will be coming out on Friday, and will be brought before the 
Planning Commission during the month of September, and thought it best to confirm this with you. 
 
If this rumor is correct, it is my expectation to receive a schedule of the public meetings by Friday that 
will list the dates of the BOS, Parks and Planning Commissions meetings, and also including the Lincoln, 
Newcastle and North Auburn Macs (per the attached June 2018 document).  
 
Being aware that the BOS has recently created new guidelines around public meetings, PRP is expecting 
that these meetings will be held in person (with limited capacity) and via remote access/telephonic.  Due 
to the controversial nature of this project we are also once again asking that these meetings be held at 
6p so the community will be able to participate in person. 
 
In addition how will the Parks Department notify the 6,000 families that the SDEIR has been finalized, the 
final report is available for review, and of the public meeting schedule? 
 
Covid-19 has brought us another layer of challenges, with the procedures in place at the Placer County 
libraries now making the final report unavailable for viewing since community members are not permitted 
in the library.  For the past two years and continuing throughout the new public meeting process, I have 
made the BOS aware of the Internet issues such as lack of service and slow connection speeds in our 
rural Placer communities so suggesting we review online will not work for us. 
 
Due to these accessibility limitations as soon as the final report is made available, PRP is requesting that 
we be provided two hard copies of it.  On behalf of the North Auburn residents and the 6,000 families in 
our rural community, we also request that 20 copies of the final report be available for checkout at the 
Auburn library, and for all other Placer County residents that 10 copies of the final report are at each of 
the open libraries for checkout too. 
 
I am looking forward to hearing from you before Friday. 
 
Thank you, 
Judy 
 
 
 
 
 

  
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
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916.698.1055 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
To: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com <jawurst@yahoo.com>; 
judie@jwhitman.net <judie@jwhitman.net>; Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly 
Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout 
<MRideout@placer.ca.gov> 
Sent: Mon, Aug 24, 2020 1:34 pm 
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] 3rd Request: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 

Judy, we have not determined a final schedule for meetings leading up to the requested adoption of the 
final SEIR since we have not finished producing the final document for circulation.  There will be a 
minimum 10-day circulation of the final document prior to public meetings, and we will let you know as 
soon as the final document is ready for review.  We will also let you know as soon as the public meetings 
are scheduled. 
  
Concerning the changes to CEQA guidelines, the two major areas of change were 1) information on 
wildfire, that was formerly discussed as a section within the chapter on Public Services, has now been 
expanded into a stand-alone Wildfire chapter, and 2) traffic analysis, that was previously based on level of 
service impacts, is now analyzed on the basis of vehicle miles traveled.  In our case, given the timing in 
the midst of the traffic analysis transition, we performed both types of analysis.  
  
Andy Fisher, Parks Administrator 
Placer County | Department of Public Works | Parks and Grounds Division 
Address 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 220, Auburn, CA 95603 
(530) 889-6819 office | (530) 613-5568 cell | (530) 889-6809 fax | placer.ca.gov 
  
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 10:40 AM 
To: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com; judie@jwhitman.net; Cindy Gustafson 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Jim Holmes <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna 
<KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 3rd Request: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
  
Hi Andy,  
  
At the North Auburn Town Hall on August 19, Supervisor Gustafson mentioned that the Hidden Falls 
SDEIR may be coming before the Parks Commission, Planning Commission and BOS within the next 
month. 
  
My first request to you for the Hidden Falls project timeline concerning the SDEIR was on June 28, 
followed by a second request on August 4. Since there has been no response from you or anyone in your 
office I am following up once again to request a time frame for the next steps in the Hidden Falls SDEIR 
project. 
 
Based on my previous experience with the project timelines for Hidden Falls, I am aware of unforeseen 
changes to due dates.  However, when you requested additional funds for AECOM to the BOS in July, it 
appears that there is a draft timeline that is driving the project, and on behalf of PRP, I am requesting this 
information now for the third time.  
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Also, speaking of AECOM and the request to amend the contract - while we are aware of the 
overwhelming response to the SDEIR, it was also mentioned that there were changes to CEQA that had 
to be met too. “Changes to CEQA” is a very broad statement. I’m asking you (or someone from AECOM) 
to detail those specific CEQA changes from 2018 to now and provide this info to me as well (request in 
my August 4 email).  
  
I look forward to hearing from you very soon. 
Thank you, 
Judy 
  
  
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
916.698.1055 
  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
To: AFisher@placer.ca.gov 
Cc: LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov; KGrehm@placer.ca.gov; BOS@placer.ca.gov; jawurst@yahoo.com; 
judie@jwhitman.net 
Sent: Tue, Aug 4, 2020 1:36 pm 
Subject: RE: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
Hello Andy, 

  
Last week during the request to the BOS to amend the AECOM contract, you had mentioned that the 
responses to the DSEIR may be completed by Fall.  With this information I began to wonder if a schedule 
of activities had been drafted, and if so, am requesting a copy of that schedule (similar to my June 28 
request which follows). 
  
Also, about the request to amend the contract – while we are aware of the overwhelming response to the 
DSEIR it was also mentioned that there were changes to CEQA that had to be met too.  “Changes to 
CEQA” is a very broad statement.  If you (or perhaps someone from AECOM) would please be specific 
and detail those CEQA changes from 2018 to now and provide this information to PRP, we would be very 
appreciative. 
  
Thank you, 
Judy 
  
  
Please excuse iSpelling  
 
Begin forwarded message: 
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Date: June 28, 2020 at 11:53:58 AM PDT 
To: "afisher@placer.ca.gov" <afisher@placer.ca.gov>,  "lcarnaha@placer.ca.gov" 
<lcarnaha@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: "KGrehm@placer.ca.gov" <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>,  "jawurst@yahoo.com" 
<jawurst@yahoo.com>,  "cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov" 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>,  "jholmes@placer.ca.gov" 
<jholmes@placer.ca.gov>,  "judie@jwhitman.net" <judie@jwhitman.net> 
Subject: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
Reply-To: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Hi Andy and Lisa,  
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Everyone involved in this project is aware that compiling the above mentioned report took a bit longer 
than expected (refer to attached next steps document from June 2018).   
  
Now that it has been over a month month since the close of the public comment period, Protect Rural 
Placer is curious about the timeline and activities that will be taking place before this is an action item on 
the BOS agenda.  
  
Please provide us with your current projected timeline which includes activities and dates. 
  
Thank you, 
Judy 
  
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
916.698.1055 
 
  

 
Disclaimer 
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking 
action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator 
in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. 
Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 
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From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 9, 2020 12:46 AM 
To: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com; judie@jwhitman.net; Kelly 
McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy 
Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout <MRideout@placer.ca.gov>; 
thecaswells1@comcast.net 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] PRP: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project ‐ Follow Up to Sept 4 Phone Call 
 
Hi Andy,  
 
Thank you for your phone call on Friday.  To tie up a couple of loose ends -  
 
What information do you have about moving forward with the Parks Commission meeting for September 
17? 
 
Since the libraries are only open for pick up and drop off of materials, where and how will the Parks 
Department make the final SEIR documentation available throughout Placer County while practicing 
COVID public safety processes? 
 
The flash drives with the documentation that was mailed out, was in fact a CD. Several people contacted 
me over the weekend to tell me that had received a CD and cannot use it as they do not have a CD drive 
on their computer.  How do individuals order the flash drive? 
 
When will the copies of materials be available for Protect Rural Placer to pick up? 
 
Since the BOS is now allowing limited attendance at public meetings, what is the plan to include the 
North Auburn, Newcastle, and Lincoln MACs? I noticed that the Newcastle MAC is on the County calendar 
for September 15. 
 
Please advise. 
Thank you, 
Judy 
  
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
916.698.1055 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
To: AFisher@placer.ca.gov <AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; KGrehm@placer.ca.gov 
<KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; BOS@placer.ca.gov <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com 
<jawurst@yahoo.com>; judie@jwhitman.net <judie@jwhitman.net>; KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov 
<KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; BRoberts@placer.ca.gov <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; 
cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; MRideout@placer.ca.gov 
<MRideout@placer.ca.gov>; thecaswells1@comcast.net <thecaswells1@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tue, Sep 1, 2020 11:00 pm 
Subject: PRP: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project - Fact or Rumor? 

Hello Andy,  
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I have heard a rumor that the SDEIR will be coming out on Friday, and will be brought before the 
Planning Commission during the month of September, and thought it best to confirm this with you. 
 
If this rumor is correct, it is my expectation to receive a schedule of the public meetings by Friday that 
will list the dates of the BOS, Parks and Planning Commissions meetings, and also including the Lincoln, 
Newcastle and North Auburn Macs (per the attached June 2018 document).  
 
Being aware that the BOS has recently created new guidelines around public meetings, PRP is expecting 
that these meetings will be held in person (with limited capacity) and via remote access/telephonic.  Due 
to the controversial nature of this project we are also once again asking that these meetings be held at 
6p so the community will be able to participate in person. 
 
In addition how will the Parks Department notify the 6,000 families that the SDEIR has been finalized, the 
final report is available for review, and of the public meeting schedule? 
 
Covid-19 has brought us another layer of challenges, with the procedures in place at the Placer County 
libraries now making the final report unavailable for viewing since community members are not permitted 
in the library.  For the past two years and continuing throughout the new public meeting process, I have 
made the BOS aware of the Internet issues such as lack of service and slow connection speeds in our 
rural Placer communities so suggesting we review online will not work for us. 
 
Due to these accessibility limitations as soon as the final report is made available, PRP is requesting that 
we be provided two hard copies of it.  On behalf of the North Auburn residents and the 6,000 families in 
our rural community, we also request that 20 copies of the final report be available for checkout at the 
Auburn library, and for all other Placer County residents that 10 copies of the final report are at each of 
the open libraries for checkout too. 
 
I am looking forward to hearing from you before Friday. 
 
Thank you, 
Judy 
 
 
 
 
 

  
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
916.698.1055 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
To: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com <jawurst@yahoo.com>; 
judie@jwhitman.net <judie@jwhitman.net>; Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly 
Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout 
<MRideout@placer.ca.gov> 
Sent: Mon, Aug 24, 2020 1:34 pm 
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] 3rd Request: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
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Judy, we have not determined a final schedule for meetings leading up to the requested adoption of the 
final SEIR since we have not finished producing the final document for circulation.  There will be a 
minimum 10-day circulation of the final document prior to public meetings, and we will let you know as 
soon as the final document is ready for review.  We will also let you know as soon as the public meetings 
are scheduled. 
  
Concerning the changes to CEQA guidelines, the two major areas of change were 1) information on 
wildfire, that was formerly discussed as a section within the chapter on Public Services, has now been 
expanded into a stand-alone Wildfire chapter, and 2) traffic analysis, that was previously based on level of 
service impacts, is now analyzed on the basis of vehicle miles traveled.  In our case, given the timing in 
the midst of the traffic analysis transition, we performed both types of analysis.  
  
Andy Fisher, Parks Administrator 
Placer County | Department of Public Works | Parks and Grounds Division 
Address 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 220, Auburn, CA 95603 
(530) 889-6819 office | (530) 613-5568 cell | (530) 889-6809 fax | placer.ca.gov 
  
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 10:40 AM 
To: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lisa Carnahan <LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; jawurst@yahoo.com; judie@jwhitman.net; Cindy Gustafson 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Jim Holmes <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly McCaughna 
<KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 3rd Request: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
  
Hi Andy,  
  
At the North Auburn Town Hall on August 19, Supervisor Gustafson mentioned that the Hidden Falls 
SDEIR may be coming before the Parks Commission, Planning Commission and BOS within the next 
month. 
  
My first request to you for the Hidden Falls project timeline concerning the SDEIR was on June 28, 
followed by a second request on August 4. Since there has been no response from you or anyone in your 
office I am following up once again to request a time frame for the next steps in the Hidden Falls SDEIR 
project. 
 
Based on my previous experience with the project timelines for Hidden Falls, I am aware of unforeseen 
changes to due dates.  However, when you requested additional funds for AECOM to the BOS in July, it 
appears that there is a draft timeline that is driving the project, and on behalf of PRP, I am requesting this 
information now for the third time.  
  
Also, speaking of AECOM and the request to amend the contract - while we are aware of the 
overwhelming response to the SDEIR, it was also mentioned that there were changes to CEQA that had 
to be met too. “Changes to CEQA” is a very broad statement. I’m asking you (or someone from AECOM) 
to detail those specific CEQA changes from 2018 to now and provide this info to me as well (request in 
my August 4 email).  
  
I look forward to hearing from you very soon. 
Thank you, 
Judy 
  
  
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
916.698.1055 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
To: AFisher@placer.ca.gov 
Cc: LCarnaha@placer.ca.gov; KGrehm@placer.ca.gov; BOS@placer.ca.gov; jawurst@yahoo.com; 
judie@jwhitman.net 
Sent: Tue, Aug 4, 2020 1:36 pm 
Subject: RE: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
Hello Andy, 

  
Last week during the request to the BOS to amend the AECOM contract, you had mentioned that the 
responses to the DSEIR may be completed by Fall.  With this information I began to wonder if a schedule 
of activities had been drafted, and if so, am requesting a copy of that schedule (similar to my June 28 
request which follows). 
  
Also, about the request to amend the contract – while we are aware of the overwhelming response to the 
DSEIR it was also mentioned that there were changes to CEQA that had to be met too.  “Changes to 
CEQA” is a very broad statement.  If you (or perhaps someone from AECOM) would please be specific 
and detail those CEQA changes from 2018 to now and provide this information to PRP, we would be very 
appreciative. 
  
Thank you, 
Judy 
  
  
Please excuse iSpelling  
 
Begin forwarded message: 
From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Date: June 28, 2020 at 11:53:58 AM PDT 
To: "afisher@placer.ca.gov" <afisher@placer.ca.gov>,  "lcarnaha@placer.ca.gov" 
<lcarnaha@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: "KGrehm@placer.ca.gov" <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>,  "jawurst@yahoo.com" 
<jawurst@yahoo.com>,  "cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov" 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>,  "jholmes@placer.ca.gov" 
<jholmes@placer.ca.gov>,  "judie@jwhitman.net" <judie@jwhitman.net> 
Subject: SDEIR Hidden Falls Expansion Project: Time Frame 
Reply-To: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com> 
Hi Andy and Lisa,  
  
Everyone involved in this project is aware that compiling the above mentioned report took a bit longer 
than expected (refer to attached next steps document from June 2018).   
  
Now that it has been over a month month since the close of the public comment period, Protect Rural 
Placer is curious about the timeline and activities that will be taking place before this is an action item on 
the BOS agenda.  
  
Please provide us with your current projected timeline which includes activities and dates. 
  
Thank you, 
Judy 
  
judy isaman 
jgisaman@aol.com 
916.698.1055 
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Disclaimer 
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking 
action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator 
in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. 
Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 
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From: Karen Buehler <mtc_kbuehler@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:07 PM 
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board 
of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Karen Buehler <mtc_kbuehler@yahoo.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Residents at 9220 Cramer Road RE Twilight Ride on Bell Road 
 

Placer County Resource Development Agency, Environmental Coordination Services 

 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, CA  95603 
 cdraecs@placer.ca.gov  

Placer County Board of Supervisors 

 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, CA  95603 
 BOS@placer.ca.gov  

Placer County Planning Commission 

 3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA  95603 
 scolbert@placer.ca.gov    (Sue Colbert, Planning Commission Clerk) 

Dear Agencies, Supervisors & Planning Commissioners: 

Let me start off by letting you know that when I wrote this I directed my comments towards the 
people that have planned this. When you read this please understand my frustration is not directed 
at you. I think it’s better if I don’t edit this otherwise it may sound too sterile. I’m submitting as is! 

Twilight Ride location is where the County plans to put the largest parking lots of any of the Hidden 
Falls expansion locations. 40 horse trailer parking and 100 car. See Chapter 7 (Visual Resources) 
page 11. This shows where they plan to build this gigantic parking lot (shown in red). If you look 
just above the red area you will see our house and property.  It appears this huge parking lot will be 
butted up against our fence line – this isn’t right! We bought this particular piece of property 
because of the phenomenal view and now you want to build a huge parking lot so we will be looking 
at concrete, cars, trucks/trailers, etc. when we look out our back window or working out back which 
is the majority of my time here we will be looking at concrete, vehicles and people. We have a farm 
with over 80 animals a refuge if you will. We bought this property because it was our dream to live 
in the country and have lots of animals. The focal point of our property is out the back. I’m on 
every part of this back part of our property daily.  

A 50-acre parcel was purchased, please move the parking lot so it’s away from our home!  

It is bad enough that our home insurance has doubled which is barely affordable, now it will 
increase even more, how is that fair? Why should we have to pay more for insurance because you 
choose to endanger our lives? To be honest, you are signing our death warrants, if or should I say 
when a fire breaks out, we will be taken out immediately, our animals, our home, our lives. 
Litter/trash will be flying onto our property every day – so I guess I’m going to have to clean this 
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up?  Really? I have enough to do on a day to day basis, working out of town 3 days per week, then I 
come home to catch up but no I’m sorry, I’ll clean the house later, I need to walk the property to 
pickup other people’s trash?  Our property value is now going to decrease, we put everything we had 
into this property and with your project you are taking this away.  

My husband is very sick with 4th stage cancer, we really didn’t need another catastrophic event in our 
lives. The parking lot is too close to our property, we would hear everything going on over there, 
this should have been taken into consideration. Unlike most of the surrounding properties, ours is 
right down there in the mix. We have the right to peace and quiet, we bought this property for that 
reason. We also have the right to privacy, we will have no privacy if you put that parking lot 
according to the picture on page 11. We moved out to the country to be in just that – the 
country!  The county purchased 50 acres of property and there’s certainly other areas you can build 
that parking lot [and whatever else you have planned] where you are not blatantly pushing it in our 
faces and ruining our livelihood and our sense of peace and tranquility. The plans show a complete 
and utter disregard for us as property owners, city residents and just disregarding us as human 
beings.   

We have the right to not be disturbed or be looking at public concrete and traffic out our back 
window, the back side of our property is the focal point for this property and you will be taking that 
away from us. Both Andy Fisher and the woman that works with him her name escapes me at the 
moment and I really don’t have time to look it up but you know who she is, well they came out to 
our property per our request because we wanted to show them how their parking lot project would 
affect us.  When looking at the location of where they plan to pour the concrete it appears they have 
not taken any consideration for our property as it’s completely visible when I’m outside in back. We 
are not high on a hill or far away from this parking lot. We are down low within earshot of hearing 
everything that goes on in said parking lot including children screaming, vehicles pulling in, etc. Do 
our lives not matter?  

Home insurance has already doubled for us, if you put this park in it will triple and we won’t be able 
to afford it. There’s just not enough money, this isn’t right. We fear for our safety. There has already 
been 2-3 fires on big hill since we moved here in May 2013.  

You are signing a death warrant for my family and all of our animals! 

Not only does this affect us emotionally, spiritually but also financially. Our property value 
immediately drops due to this eyesore. What are you going to do about this?  

Issues: 

Loss of our peaceful, scenic view 

Property Value 

Fire Danger 

Trash 
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Theft 

In summary, this is how your proposed park will affect our lives: 

Increased cost of FIRE insurance – we need to pay more money because of you 

Home value will decrease – we will be losing value in our home 

Zero Peace of Mind – we now must worry about the safety of our lives, our animals and our 
home on a daily basis 

Increased Stress – due to worrying about our safety 

Now you tell me how is this fair? We can’t afford to pay any more money for home insurance than 
we are now. We are livid, it’s just not right for you to ruin the lives of everyone around this 
‘proposed’ park entrance.  

I’m an experienced equestrian and I’ve ridden at Hidden Falls. It’s a nice park, but I have to say that 
I see trash on the trails that really chaps my hide. There’s just no excuse for this. People that come 
to the park and toss their trash like this are disrespectful. Those are the same people that will smoke 
on the trails that will eventually start a fire that will kill all of us. I don’t see anyone enforcing no 
smoking on the trails, I don’t see anyone enforcing anything at Hidden Falls. There’s nobody there 
except to collect money on the weekends at the entrance. There’s no one on the trails so once park 
goers are in they can do whatever they want. Let’s face it, most young kids don’t care about much. 
They don’t have a sense of responsibility or care about what could be dangerous/hazardous to 
others. It’s more about looking/acting cool amongst their peers.  

Let’s also come to terms with the fact that the homeless in this area come off as being entitled. They 
harass my husband when he goes shopping at Safeway. They will find their way onto this ‘open 
space’ land and camp out. Who’s going to know. You have signs that state when park goers must 
leave the park but do you check?   

I’m going to tell you something; if you choose to put that parking lot and other amenities just on the 
other side of our fence line which is smack in the middle of where I spend 50% of my time when 
I’m home then you should expect a lot of interaction between this household and your park goers ~ 
it’s not going to be pleasant. These unpleasant interactions will then be posted on social media sites 
or perhaps it will even make it on the news. We don’t want your concrete around our home. If we 
were farther away it might not be so offensive but you plan to build this too close to our home.   

Twilight Ride entrance is a hazard for our roadways which we don’t want widened or trees taken out 
to accommodate. We like our country roads, put yourself in our shoes.  

Are you going to compensate us for our losses? This is a tremendous loss to our home/property as 
well as others, but I’m going to focus on our personal losses as everyone else has had their 
opportunity to speak about theirs.  
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We are imploring you to reconsider your plans for twilight ride. It’s too big and you are doing this 
on agricultural la95602nd which is meant to graze cows. PRA – Protect Rural Auburn was put 
together by a large group of concerned residents in this area. Listen to our concerns – they are real. 
The letters you get from the opposition basically say ‘we want this park so we can exercise, enjoy 
nature, etc.’  This is not a valid reason to ruin the lives of all the people living here. We bought our 
homes here, this is where we live!!!t Of course people that don’t live here don’t give a damn.  If the 
situation was reversed, they would not be in support of the project. There’s a plethora of places to 
go get exercise …your statistics are rigged.  

I understand my comments are all over the place but to be honest, I don’t have the time to carefully 
format my thoughts right now. You can get the gist of what I’m saying without me spending 
anymore of my time. I imagine you won’t do anything about this anyhow so I’m not holding my 
breathe, but again please move your plans for parking lot and whatever else you plan to build 
out there AWAY FROM OUR VIEW!!!!! 

It’s bad enough that we will see all the people coming through on the trail smack behind us, we 
shouldn’t have to look at the parking lot in addition to our privacy being invaded.  

Thank you for reading this as it comes from the heart.  

Sincerely, 

  

Karen Buehler 

9220 Cramer Road 

Auburn, CA 95602 

650.823.2635  
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Well well well, seems things just move ahead without regard to the residents of Auburn/Placer County!  
Saw this sign today... 
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wait no notice to public, no meeting, no comments from those closest to your “proposed” development.  
It seems HF‐1 isn’t being properly managed financially or otherwise: no water, no functioning well, No usable 
bathrooms connected to septic...yet full steam ahead with HF expansion without regard/plans to address the 
following: wildfire danger, traffic, impact on rural life/agriculture, dangerous narrow roads, lack of funding for first 
responders, all during a bleak economic crisis and pandemic nonetheless.  Shame on you!   When will we be able 
to voice our concerns.   The final SEIR isn’t even out for us to view/challenge.  
At least have common decency and respect for the residents of Placer County allowing us to be a part of the 
process.   
Kelly Altena  
Protect Rural Placer  
Sent from my iPhone 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Kelly Altena <kellyaltena@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 5:10 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Lack of internet / bandwidth to read SEIR, additional items regarding HF proposed 
project. 
 
Due to being in a rural area and without the best internet and bandwidth, we are respectfully requesting 
a hard copy of the final SEIR for the Hidden Falls proposed expansion.   It is too large a file for the 
internet options available to us being in a rural area.    
Also, another thing troubling us is proceeding with this project during a most unprecedented time with 
the pandemic, the health and financial crisis many of us in our community are facing.   
It is being said that our first responders are facing a pay cut, yet they will be facing an even bigger 
responsibility due to this project and with the potential for wildfires in HF, not to mention rescues on 
hot days.  Wildfires are first and foremost on our minds:  The potential for issues we are facing with 
obtaining homeowners insurance on a fixed income is beyond stressful, add the increased fire danger to 
the mix and this is making our once peaceful lives full of worry and fear.  This project will no doubt 
create a financial burden we cannot bear.   
Many we have spoken with think you should table proceeding with this project until the pandemic has 
passed or at least is being controlled.    
We absolutely are opposed to the expansion!   Phase 1 isn’t even being properly managed!   What 
would make us think or believe this will be any different?  
Kelly and David Altena  
Hubbard Road, Auburn 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

699



700



701



702



703



704



705



706



 

From: Linda Adams <ljadamsis@gmail.com>  

Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 10:40 AM 

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public Comments on Hidden Falls Project 

 

Dear Place County Board of Supervisors, 

The attached letter contains comments on the proposed Hidden Falls Trails Expansion Project.  Please 

enter our letter into the public record. 

 

Thank you.  Sincerely, 

 

Linda Adams 

‐‐  

Linda Adams 
LJAdamsis@gmail.com 

916-774-3438 (land line) 
719-360-7752 (mobile) 

Date: May 19, 2020 
 
To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors,  
Planning Commission, and Parks Division 
 
From: Linda and Lawrence Adams, 6304 Crater Lake Drive, Roseville, CA 95678 
 
Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR 
 
 
We have lived in Placer County since 2002.  From the time we moved here, there have been parks and 
recreation facilities promised in cities and neighborhoods.  A proposed park near us has just started 
development after being "imminent" since 2005, fifteen years.  Many others are still waiting for long 
promised recreation facility development. Although the cost of the Hidden Falls Trails Expansion (HFTE) 
has not been determined, it has to be significant.  Funds used for this single, large project will necessarily 
take funds from other Placer projects.  Concentrating these funds unfairly disadvantages people who live 
and pay taxes in other parts of our county.  Funding should be reasonably distributed to develop projects 
benefiting a wide range of neighborhoods.      
 
The fact that cost for HFTE has not been determined is another red flag.  There is no way to accurately 
determine return on investment when we don't know the investment.  We cannot determine the projects 
that won't be funded due to money going to HFTE when we don't know the level of funding.  It seems 
grossly inappropriate to even consider HFTE without such a basic piece of information in place as project 
cost.     
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Given the neglectful impact to communities not included in the planning and the lack of cost information, I 
request that you reject the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trains Expansion project. 
 
Please include our letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Linda and Lawrence Adams 
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From: Linda Cline <lindac6413@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, July 26, 2020 7:28 PM
To: Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Robert Weygandt <RWeygand@placer.ca.gov>; Placer 
County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] July 28th Mtg. - Hidden Falls Expansion SEIR
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To:  Placer County Supervisors 

Date:  July 27, 2020 

Re: Agenda Item regarding the request for approval for a Second Amendment of AECOM’s 
contract for Technical Services to complete the Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion SEIR. 
Request for $73,300 plus $10,000 additional as needed. 

ACTION REQUESTED: Approve the Second Amendment to the consultant Services Agreement 
with AECOM, increasing the not to exceed amount by $73,300 from $283, 678 to $356,878 for 
additional environmental report preparation services for the Hidden Falls Regional Park 
Trails Expansion Project.  

What this request doesn’t disclose is that the DPW- Parks Division has already spent close to a 
half-a-million dollars on the SEIR in 2019/20. This information was provided by Andy Fisher 
last week: 

For the 2019/20 expenses he listed: 
• AECOM                               $283,678           document preparation for the Draft SEIR 
• Helix Environmental            $ 35,796            Site plans for entry and parking areas 
• County staff time                 $153,814            from County DPW and CDRA 
• Ancillary costs                     $    8,609           Printing and notifications             

                                                                $481,897

FY 2020/21 BUDGET CONCERNS: 

At the June 23, 2020 Supervisors Meeting it was stated that it would be critical that the 
budget be reviewed in October 2020 to evaluate the economic impact of the COVID-19 
Pandemic on revenue and expenses. And at that point decisions may need to be made to 
adjust the budget and ask departments to curtail spending.  This was your assurance to the 
public since the County stated they hadn’t adjusted the 2020/21 budget for COVID-19 
impacts. 

The Pandemic and the economic fallout are not going away anytime soon. We believe that it 
is especially critical and imperative that the Supervisors and county staff make fiscally 
prudent and responsible decisions that ensure that our tax dollars are spent on the health, 
economic and educational “needs” of the residents. Included in this is the “need” for better 
internet access county-wide. Our school children, college students, remote workers, and 
residents trying to connect remotely with their doctors and loved ones and ALL of our 
students desperately “need” high speed internet.  

There are people that want the Hidden Falls Expansion, because they “want” more trails. But 
is “wanting more” of something that is already available in Placer County and neighboring 
Counties really a priority right now??  

We know how much you care about the residents of Placer County and what they are going 
through right now, so please, use any discretionary money and any money in department 
budgets that is earmarked for “wants” and first take care of the critical “needs” of county 
residents. Spending more money to move the SEIR forward is a “want” and not a “need” 
during a pandemic. 
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I am asking that you demonstrate fiscal prudence and responsibility by prioritizing the needs 
of your constituents, and that you table the vote on this request until: 

1. The mid-year budget shortfalls and budget “needs” have been evaluated with the 
impact of COVID - 19 on current budget 

2. County residents’ “needs” during a pandemic have been addressed 

3. The internet “needs” for all residents county-wide have been addressed 

4. We have some health and economic stability re-established 

Thank you for hearing the voices of your constituents during this health and economic crises! 

Linda Cline 

Auburn resident for 40+ years 
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From: Livingston Grading and Paving <livgp@yahoo.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 2:24 PM 

To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov> 

Cc: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 

 

My name is Lee Livingston,  

I live at 4545 Bell Rd., Auburn, CA, we have lived at this location since 1982. My wife and her family have 

lived here since 1945. 

 

We have seen the county grow and expand during these years substantially. I am a grading and paving 

contractor and have been in business in Placer County since 1964.  

 

I would like to address the cost of maintenance and rebuilding of the three connector county roads to 

the new entrance of Hidden Falls off of Bell Road. 

 

 

1. 

Bell Road has had major repair work in the last 15 years and is in good shape from Richardson Drive to 

Hubert Road and from Hubert Road.  

 

 

2. 

Hubbard Road to the new entrance to Hidden Falls, the road is narrow, crooked, the two bridges to 

cross and a steep hill with S turn to turn off to the new entrance area this will need major work. 

 

3. 

Cramer Road is narrow, crooked and In need of repair since it will be the most used. Lonestar Road is 

also narrow, crooked and has three sharp excessive turns. One turn is a 90 degrees right turn. 
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All three of these turns are a problem if two truck and trailers meet there. 

There are many local ranchers hauling in and out of these roads let alone the traffic that the park 

will bring into the area. 

 

All three of these roads have weak base structures and with the traffic you are talking about having, 

these roads will deteriorate quickly and require major maintenance repairs, and upgrades. How much 

money will the county have set aside for all of this infrastructure repair. Is this tax payers money or will 

the park generate money to cover this? 

 

4. 

How much money is the Hidden Falls expansion project going to cost? 

 

I understand you have purchased the property already so all of our concerns will probably be 

ignored, but we hope our county will stand with their citizens and take into consideration,  traffic and 

road maintenance and costs. 

 

Unfortunately we have seen in the past how visiting patrons have blocked the roads with no regard to 

safety. 

 

Thank you  

Livingston Grading and Paving, Inc. 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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From: Louis Salatino <salatinolou@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 4:14 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Project

Please review the following letter.

Lou Salatino

719



Salatino Hidden Falls letter p.1 
 

Date: May 18, 2020  

To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors, Planning 

Commission, and Parks Division 

 From: Lou and Carol Salatino; 10111 Ranch Rd., Auburn CA 95602  

Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR 

As a 30-year resident of North Auburn and member of Protect Rural Placer, I am writing to you today to 

refute the above referenced document. This DSEIR, as with the previous HFRP EIR, makes weak 

assumptions and does not take into consideration the following concerns. 

After listening to the planning commission meeting the other night, it became apparent that 

there are several flaws, or shortcomings, in the DSEIR that has been drafted.  I realize  that much time, 

energy and money has been spent to ‘preserve’ the area and make it open to the public for enjoyment, 

however, there are several concerns that should be addressed before the public is invited to come in on 

a 7 day a week basis.   

• Concern one seems to be the ignoring of safety – not only for all people involved, but also for 

the local wildlife.   

• Traffic not being a problem is another concern.  When you base your ‘studies’ on number of 

accidents that occur on a certain road, it did not take into consideration that the reason there 

are not so many accidents is precisely because the road is ‘less traveled’ and used by local 

residents who are very aware of the twists and turns the roads make.  Also, aware of local 

wildlife that traverse these roads, day and night. To many of us, the EIR report basically lies that 

there will be ‘no significant’ impact for traffic!! 

• Safety for wildfires and quick evacuation of residents is a high priority concern 

• Concern for the water table – all people in the area depend on their wells for water, to think 

that you will fill large water tanks with this precious water, and use it for drinking/restrooms 

brings the concern of our wells going dry 

• Noise – helicopters coming to patrol, cars and people noise disturb not only local residents, but 

wildlife as well; our area has proof of mountain lions, bobcats, bear and many other animals 

that are quickly diminishing.  State and Federal Agencies need to be involved in this review. 
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Salatino Hidden Falls letter p.2 
 

In short, there are many aspects EIR that should be given more time to review, after all – it took over 18 

months for it to be compiled, there should be at least that much time for it to be reviewed carefully by 

residents, state and federal agencies and other concerned and knowledgeable people. 

Please consider leaving things as they are at present and reject this new expansion.  

Keep only docent led hikes and no public access more than 3 times a week.  Let our area ‘grow’ into the 

need for this project – say 20 – 30 years from now.  People can enjoy the many parks and trails that are 

already available (which are massive) and spare the time, energy and money that would be put into 

making the Hidden Falls Expansion a ‘must do now’ priority.   

AS the song goes – let’s NOT “Pave Paradise to make a Parking LOT”! 

 

Concerned residents, 

Louis and Carol Salatino 

Please include my letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 
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From: Louis Salatino <salatinolou@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, July 26, 2020 5:43 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 
 
Attached you will find our letter concerning the budget approval of the Hidden Falls Project. 
 
 
 
 
Lou Salatino 
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To: Placer County Supervisors 

From: Louis & Carol Salatino, Protect Rural Placer 

10111 Ranch Rd., Auburn, CA 95602 

Date: July 27, 2020 

Re: Agenda item regarding the request for approval for a Second Amendment of AECOM’s contract for 

Technical Services to complete the Hidden Falls Regional Park SEIR. Request for $73,300 plus $10,000 

additional as needed. 

Enough is enough already! You are the only protectors of our tax dollars in ensuring that they are spent 

wisely specifically in these perilous times where the steady income of those funds is no longer consistent 

due to the COVID 19 shutdowns. You need to slow down and table all discussions about a pipedream 

that does not benefit the community of Placer County citizens as a whole. Throwing more dollars away 

is like spitting into the wind. It will come back to bite us! 

Please explain how this action meets the current needs of Placer County citizens when the health & 

safety of our neighbors is in jeopardy. These are “sacred” funds with which you have been entrusted to 

spend wisely and not be used capriciously to satisfy the agenda and legacy of any particular supervisor 

or parks manager. 

Among our concerns are the following: 

• If it is a funded project in the DPW Budget, as stated in the 7/28/20 agenda, then we ask for full 

transparency and that this budget information be provided to us.  

• Ongoing expenses beyond the acquisition of the property for water & buildings. 

• Affect of the proposed wells on neighboring property’s water cisterns. 

• Traffic increases on dangerous small roads not equipped to handle the increased load & costs 

involved in mitigating those changes that will be necessary to make them safe. 

• What will be the effect of business closures on those county funds generated by tax dollars after 

the effects of COVID 19 are finally analyzed. 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of our concerns. We look forward to being able to address 

these in person after “normalcy” returns to our Nation and State. 

Sincerely, 

Louis & Carol Salatino 
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From: Mary Kuehne <teacher.mary@live.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 1:04 PM 

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] No on Hidden Falls Expansion 

 

February 18, 2020 it finally happened.  Of course it was just a matter of time.  It had happened to many of our neighbors.  The 

dreaded letter in the mail: PROPERTY INSURANCE NOTICE OF NONRENEWAL.  The reason, “the insured structure is located 

in an area where there is a LIKELIHOOD that a wildfire emergency could occur”.  Notice the word LIKELIHOOD, not possibility 

or may occur, it states very clearly that there is a likelihood.  We live in the Auburn Valley community which is 3.7 miles from the 

current Hidden Falls Recreation Area and a stone’s throw from one of the proposed access points in the Hidden Falls expansion 

project (Auburn Valley Road). 
 

After many calls to a variety of insurance agencies all with the same results, we can not insure you due to your location, we have 

landed upon the California Fair Plan which will provide fire insurance at a rate 3X our previous policy.  And our Placer County 

Supervisors want to add an additional 2,765 acres to Hidden Falls adding to an already high risk wildfire area.  It baffles the mind 

that this is even a consideration.  Are none of our Supervisors aware of what happened in Paradise?  Have they not seen the 

haunting images of devastation of property and, worse, the loss of life?  Congratulations Placer County Supervisors, you will have 

the legacy of expanding the beautiful Hidden Falls Park.  Hope your conscience isn’t bothered when the next big California 

wildfire with catastrophic loss of property and life happens right here as a result of your decision today. 
  

Do NOT go through with the Hidden Falls Expansion . 

 

Mary and Dale Kuehne 
Auburn Valley 
 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Mary Sartori <marysartori@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 12:15 PM 
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Todd 
Leopold <TLeopold@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Concerns regarding HFRP 
 

Hello,  
 
Please see attached correspondence for the HFRP.  
Thank you! 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

Mary Sartori 
Realtor 
CA BRE# 01305684 
eXp Realty of California, Inc. 
Auburn, CA  95603 
Phone/Text:  (530) 333‐5925 
www.MarySartori.com 
 
 
May 17, 2020 
 
Dear County Supervisors,  
 
I live near the intersection of Cramer Road and Bell Road.  I frequently travel those roadways and as 
such believe I have vital, personal observable knowledge to share with you.  
 
After review of the EIR for the HFRP, I have several concerns.  Traffic has significantly increase since the 
2016 study that was used for this report as evidenced by the fatal car collisions in the last 2 years in that 
exact stretch of highway between Lorenson and Lone Star Road that I was unfortunate enough to have 
seen the aftermath of.  Even though the state has a plan to try to mitigate that situation, the project has 
not been fully approved and funded as of yet so there is no guarantee that it will be addressed and 
taken care of.  In light of the current Covid‐19 situation, the state budget has gotten even tighter and 
the likelihood of the project being completed is questionable.  
 
It is absolutely irresponsible to move forward with this project before a solution has been found to 
mitigate the dangerous, fatal turn from Hwy 49 to Cramer.   
 
Secondly, I have grave concern regarding the increased traffic on Cramer Road. As it stands, I am on 
constant look out for oncoming cars on Cramer Road.  On many occasions, I have been nearly run off the 
road when oncoming cars are traveling down the middle of the road.  Also, there are no less than 4 blind 
curves that cause concern as well.  The road is not even wide enough for a yellow line and yet, you 
propose to send trucks pulling horse trailers on a collision course down Cramer Road head‐on into each 
other.  I find this to be very irresponsible on your part.  
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It is necessary to find a safe solution to the increased traffic that will flow along Cramer Road before 
moving forward with this project.   
 
Respectfully,  
 
Mary Sartori  
5700 Cinderella Ln 
Auburn, CA 95602 
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From: Nicole A <nicallaoui@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:35 PM 
To: Megan Wood <MWood@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Agenda 7/28/20 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
I am a new resident in Placer County. My family and I recently purchased a home in 
Auburn Valley and I would like to respond to the Hidden Falls budget.  
 
As a new resident, I’d like to share with you my experience coming to this area: 
 
As a result of Covid, my family is remote. Work and school are available through 
internet only and where we live, some neighbors have access to internet, but we do 
not. Satellite is available, but is unreliable. We have been using hotspots as much as our 
phone plans can muster, but should we have to buy a data plan through Verizon for 
100gb, it would be $700/month, which no person would do. I’m sure we are not alone in 
our experience. It would be beneficial to hear of changes coming to the community 
that adapt to a new way of life. 
 
My property is also the gatekeeper to the Harvego reserve. When I purchased this 
property, our easements in title do not permit the public or county access through my 
property. It is my understanding the county is requesting additional funds for the Hidden 
Falls budget, but there already has been hundreds of thousands of dollars spent on a 
project that I don’t believe would work legally nor does it protect its residents. It is of my 
opinion to not increase this budget item because the project is not a reflection of the 
well being of its residents. 
 
Please use our tax dollars responsibly by making sure the changes that are happening 
in our world are met with a safe and viable place to live. Please protect our dollars with 
projects that are respectful of its residents.  
 
Thank you for your time, 
Nicole Allaoui 
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From: Patrick Ferreira <patrick@robinsonsg.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:59 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] The Hidden Falls Trails Expansion SDEIR

Good Morning.  I have attached my letter addressing the Hidden Falls Trails Expansion SDEIR.  Please 
make part of your permanent record  

-- 
Patrick M. Ferreira
Robinson Sand & Gravel
(530) 885-5623
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May 19, 2020

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn CA 95603
BOS@placer.ca.gov

Re:  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR

As a lifetime resident of North Auburn, I am writing to you today to refute the above
referenced document. This DSEIR, as with the previous HFRP EIR, makes weak
assumptions and does not take into consideration the full impact that this project will
have upon the residents, roads, environment, habitat, agriculture, and fire danger of the
nearby community. Specific issues raised are: 

· The current use of NO PARKING signs on Mt Vernon Road placed randomly for
one mile on either side of Mears and on both sides of the road is an eyesore, and
in places, laughable.  Some are placed where there is no shoulder and steep 1:1
banks or downslopes.  There would be no place to park but in the lane.  Is this
the plan to control parking if future entrances were opened?

· The portable message board is another unwanted, unsightly, regular appearance
for locals to have to put up with.  Is this going to be the way you would announce
park conditions at proposed future entrances and roadways?

· With both the message board and NO PARKING signs, guests that arrive prior to
their reservation, or with no reservation, continue to abuse the private driveways,
and areas just outside of the Mears entrance, blocking roadways, and private
access gates. What is the proposed action to prevent this in the future?

· Appendix A: Talks about permitting private property owners to allow parking and
access through private gates. Homeowners don’t have policing authority to
enforce park hours.  How will park users that don’t return on time be handled?  Is
this going to add additional workload on our existing Sheriff’s Department?

· We have been told that horse boarding, and concessions have been removed
from the expansion plans.  On Page 7 of Appendix A, they seem to still be
included.  What is the truth?

· I see no mention of how the possible expansion would affect existing wildlife.  No
mention of the wild turkeys, coyotes, deer, quail, raptors, or mountain lions.  It is
a known fact that human presence affects the natural balance of the ecosystem. 
IF the expansion project is approved, how will these be mitigated.

In closing, I would ask you to consider the devastating effects this park has already had
on our rural community and landscape, and ask you to please listen to the people of  our
community.  Remember, public access does NOT equal conservation.

Patrick M Ferreira, Homeowner
4605 / 4609 Bell Road
Auburn CA 95602
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From: Paul A. Stokstad <s.stokstad@icloud.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 12:45 PM 

To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board 

of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to development of Hidden Falls Recreation 

 

 

  

To:       The County Resource Development Agency, Environmental Coordination Services 

            Placer County Board of Supervisors 

            Placer County Planning Commission 

  

We are Paul and Shelley Stokstad and we have resided for 17+ years at 8800 Country Club Lane, Auburn, 

California, and have been Placer County residents for over thirty years. We would like to write in 

opposition to the opening of the proposed accesses to and expansion of the Hidden Falls Recreational 

area.  

Realizing that you have heard many reasons for and against this proposal, yet I would like to emphasize 

one in particular and that is the condition of the roads proposed as access: Bell Road between Cramer 

Road and Lone Star Road, and then Cramer Road between Bell Road and Hwy 49. 

I/Paul drive one of these two routes daily and frequently I have had to pull far right on the road to avoid 

a car coming around a blind corner.  And since the "shoulder" is just a ditch, going off the road would 

require a tow.  I should also mention the cyclists who attempt to share a road that is not designed for 

two vehicles, let alone no painted lane stripe to designate a "shoulder".  Practically speaking, we cannot 

imagine pickup trucks with 30' horse trailers continuously navigating these roads safely, plus cycle and 

our neighbors who walk the road for exercise. 

Most of us have moved to this area for the peace and quiet of "country life".  We trust you will allow us 

to maintain this environment and vote against the proposition. 

Thank you. 
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Property owner's in favor of keeping Placer County rural ‐‐ 

  

Paul & Shelley Stokstad 

530‐269‐1316 

8800 Country Club Lane 

Auburn, CA  95602 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: rick couvrette <capt2512@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 16, 2020 9:15 AM 
To: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Environmental Coordination Services 
<CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: jawurst@yahoo.com; bruud@ssctv.net 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] response to SDEIR concerning Hidden Falls expansion 
 
  This is difficult for me as I am not blessed with the ability to write or give big speeches. Howeve
r this Park expansion is so miss guided I  am compelled to ignore my fears and stand up and say s
omething. A big thank you to my neighbors and friends that have encouraged me to do so. 
 
  I have attached some of my observations concerning the SDEIR in relation to the Expansion of 
Hidden falls Park. 
 
Feel free to contact me concerning this subject. 
 
Thank You 
Rick Couvrette 
 
 
	

	

Saturday,	May	16,	2020		

To:	Community	Development	Resource	Agency,	Placer	County	Board	Of	Supervisors,	
Planning	Commission,	And	Parks	Division	

From:		Rick	Couvrette.	10025	Hubbard	Rd,	Mailing	Address	4722	Bell	Rd,	Auburn	CA	95602	
CELL	#	530‐906‐4399	

Emergency	Service	Responses	to	HFRP	

1. Based	on	emergency	services	provided	to	the	existing	HFRP,	an	expansion	of	
the	current	area	would	DEFINITELY	increase	needs	for	emergency	service	
responses.		

2. 		Currently	there	are	up	to	30	calls	per	month	to	the	existing	park.	This	is	
Fire/rescue	only.		

3. How	often	do	Placer	County	Sheriff’s	officers	and	CHP	officers	respond	to	the	
current	park?		

4. The	sometimes‐mentioned	idea	that	if	a	PCSO	response	to	HFRP	is	not	
documented,	there	must	not	have	been	an	incident.	This	is	a	purposeful	miss	
representation	of	what	really	happens.			
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5. It	is	any	agency’s	job	to	efficiently	mitigate	any	call	for	service.	In	many	
situations,	being	efficient	means	not	writing	extensive	reports	for	an	event	
that	was	cleared	up	verbally.		

6. These	interactions	and	emergency	responses	take	time	away	from	other	
duties	and/or	availability	at	the	time	the	Deputy	or	Fire/EMS	are	mitigating	a	
complaint	/emergency.			

7. There	is	a	significant	use	of	emergency	resources	to	this	park	now,	THIS	IS	A	
FACT,	so	why	would	this	not	proportionately	increase	with	added	ports	of	
entry	and	more	people	and	animals	in	the	expanded	park	area?			

8. This	park	expansion	is	a	potential	significant	drain	on	local	emergency	
response	agencies!	

Fiscal	Impacts	

1. What	is	the	source	of	funds	to	pay	for	these	increased	service	calls?		
2. It	is	a	FACT	that	Placer	County	in	the	not	so	distant	past	has	suggested	a	

reduction	of	personnel	at	Station	180	would	be	necessary	because	of	budget	
issues.		

3. What	has	changed	so	much	that	Placer	County	now	feels	it	can	afford	to	staff	
yet	another	Fire	Apparatus	unit,	a	Light	Rescue	Vehicle	(LRV),	for	the	
purpose	of	responding	to	the	park?	

4. It	must	be	remembered	you	cannot	budget	for	extra	services	based	on	a	high	
point	in	the	economy	since	these	services	are	still	required	when	the	
economy	is	poor.	In	other	words	is	the	budgeting	for	extra	services	
permanent?			

5. Is	this	LRV	unit	staffed	year	round?	Remember	fire	is	rarely	why	resources	
are	dispatched	to	the	Park	and	responses	are	year	round.		

6. Don’t	forget	fire	is	probably	one	of	the	most	devastating	potentials	within	the	
park.	

7. Is	the	proposed	added	LRV	unit	to	be	staffed	when	personnel	are	on	other	
calls?	

8. The	proposal	of	another	small	unit	is	a	VERY	significant	cost	if	it	is	staffed.		
Or,	is	this	just	another	vehicle	in	the	barn	for	current	personnel	to	respond	in	
IF	there	is	a	specific	need.		

9. The	point	here	is	an	extra	vehicle	is	of	no	use	if	it	is	not	staffed.		
10. It	is	my	understanding	the	response	area	that	the	park	is	in	is	already	very	

busy.		
11. How	is	adding	to	the	call	volume	not	a	significant	impact	on	local	services?		

Local	Fire	History	
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1. Because	the	Consultant	deems	fire	history	in	the	proposed	park	footprint	
insignificant	does	not	mean	fire	history	is	not	significant	in	the	general	area!		

2. Fire	history	is	much	underrepresented	in	the	study.	There	have	been	
significant	fires	with	significant	losses	very	near	the	park;	these	fires	just	
weren’t	in	the	park	footprint.		

3. Examples	would	be	the	‐	Gladding	Fire,	The	49	Fire	and	the	Fawn	Hill	Fire,	
just	to	mention	the	very	local	examples.		

4. There	are	significant	fires	like	this	every	summer	throughout	Northern	
California.		

5. The	common	denominator	in	most	of	these	fires	is	the	weather	and	fuel	
conditions.		

6. These	weather	and	fuel	conditions	exist	within	the	proposed	park	and	
surrounding	properties	pretty	much	every	summer,	and	sometimes	for	days	
or	weeks	at	a	time.	These	conditions	are	considered	extreme.		

7. THIS	IS	NOT	UNAVAILABLE	INFORMATION.	CAL	FIRE	recommends	that	up	
to	95%	of	all	fires	are	caused	by	humans	or	human	technology.			

8. By	having	human	occupancy	increased	dramatically	in	this	area,	the	potential	
for	fire	starts	increases	dramatically.		

9. Therefore,	fuel	+	weather	+	topography	+	significant	fire	history	in	the	area	+	
significant	increase	in	population/ignition	possibilities	=	a	significant	
increase	of	catastrophic	fire	potential.	This	is	a	seriously	understated	portion	
of	the	study.		

10. 		What	about	the	FACT	that	a	significant	portion	of	all	the	residents	in	the	
area	have	had	insurance	cancelations.	How	can	the	SDEIR	and	even	worse	
Placer	County	itself	ignore	the	FACT	the	insurance	industry	is	not	
comfortable	with	fire	risk	in	the	study	area!	

Emergency	Evacuation	

1. 	Emergency	evacuation	is	much	underrepresented	in	the	study.		
2. Bell	Road	and	its	connecters	do	not	have	passable	shoulders.	
3. The	potential	to	overload	the	vehicle	capacity	for	Bell	Rd,	Cramer	Rd	and	

Lone	Star	Rd	has	been	demonstrated	numerous	times	in	the	past,	with	the	
most	resent	being	during	the	49	Fire.		

4. During	the	49	FIRE	Bell	Road	was	impassable.	Not	only	was	evacuation	not	
possible,	emergency	services	would	have	not	been	able	to	respond	to	
anywhere	near	the	Twilight	Ride	entrance	or	the	Auburn	Valley	entrance,	or	
any	other	point	off	of	Bell	RD.		

5. It	should	also	be	noted	that	with	40	vehicles	pulling	trailers	and	100	other	
vehicles	all	exiting	at	one	time,	this	alone	would	most	likely	prevent	effective	
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evacuation	or	response	in	to	an	incident	in	the	CRAMER	ROAD‐	LONE	STAR	
ROAD	AND	BELL	RD	areas.	None	of	this	is	mentioned	in	the	SDEIR.	

6. The	SDEIR	also	doesn’t	mention	the	significant	population	these	roads	serve,	
nor	does	it	mention	Auburn	Valley	and	the	wineries	that	have	times	of	higher	
occupancy.		

7. This	is	a	very	significant	issue	because	evacuation	for	wildfires	is	immediate	
and	not	debatable.		

8. This	is	the	nightmare	of	actual	wild	land	interface	issues	that	already	exist	in	
this	area	without	a	park	expansion.		

9. The	issue	of	evacuation	of	fire‐prone	areas	is	increasingly	becoming	a	proven	
and	often	unavoidable	problem	throughout	Northern	California	with	no	
immediate	cure	in	sight.		

10. It	would	be	irresponsible	of	Placer	County	to	add	to	an	already	dangerous	
and	proven	problem.			

Grants	and	Funding	

1. It	has	been	suggested	that	application	for	grants	and	other	funding	is	in	
progress	to	mitigate	park	brush	clearing	and	infrastructure	building	within	
the	park,	and	possibly	for	improving	roads.	

2. 	These	funding	mechanisms,	however,	are	NOT	guaranteed	in	the	study.	If	the	
park	is	approved	and	funding	does	not	materialize,	what	measures	or	
guidelines	would	be	guaranteed	to	prevent	the	expansion	from	happening	in	
an	irresponsible	manner?			

3. Are	we	guaranteed	the	park	will	be	kept	in	safe	condition,	and	is	this	
budgeted?		

4. The	park	would	not	go	away	in	slow	economic	times.	Proposed	clearing	and	
mitigations,	however,	need	to	be	maintained.	Grants	do	not	provide	long	
term	funding!				

			As	a	lifetime	Placer	County	resident	I	am	shocked	at	the	misleading	tactics	that	are	
being	used	to	advance	this	Park	project.		

		This	whole	process	has	been	an	embarrassing	display	of	manipulation	or	omission	
of	facts	concerning	Environmental	and	local	Citizen	Impacts	this	park	will	produce.		

		The	use	of	a	Private	company	to	produce	a	grossly	inadequate	SDEIR	document	is	
flat	out	irresponsible.	

		My	wife	Miki	and	I	do	not	support	this	park	as	proposed	because	it	is	a	significant	
liability	Placer	County	is	not	prepared	to	handle.		
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		We	would	however	be	much	more	receptive	of	a	proposal	that	included	fully	
supervised	tours	of	the	preserved	lands.	This	would	not	only	be	safer	for	everybody	
involved	it	could	be	very	educational	and	maybe	we	could	even	encourage	a	new	
generation	of	farmers	and	ranchers.		

		As	ranchers	in	this	area	we	feel	pressured	to	not	continue	this	tradition	based	on	
the	lack	of	support	from	Placer	County.	We	hope	this	attitude	can	change	so	future	
generations	can	feel	welcome	to	continue	this	Placer	County	tradition.	There	can	be	
room	for	agriculture	and	growth	if	Placer	County	chooses.					

Rick	and	Miki	Couvrette	

The	Couvrette	Ranch	

Protect	Rural	Placer	County!		
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From: bnntt978@aol.com <bnntt978@aol.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 9, 2020 1:20 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: dianecrew@mac.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion. 
 
Okay, I will try to be polite here and hope you will understand where the folks from Auburn are coming 
from when we are dead set against something as disastrous as the Hidden Falls Expansion. If this project 
goes through the cost in quality of life  to every resident within 10 miles will be deeply affected. It is not 
that we wouldn't love to have this beautiful recreation area available to the public, it is the recklessness 
and irresponsibility to which the proposed plan is designed. The scale of this proposal is one that should 
be placed in vast open spaces - which are available, not down everyone's back yard and through 
residential areas destroying our serenity we chose to  live in AUBURN for.  
 
Now let's get to the real threat!!! Blood will be on the Board of supervisors hands, Park's & Rec's and the 
Placer Land Trust's hands should a disaster like a wild fire break out in the area, and the trash that is 
attracted to such proposed attractions (HFE) including Rif Raff, crime and environmental destruction. 
 
In my mind, Government is supposed to be for the People by the People, not Government for themselves, 
help me understand where our elected representatives are Serving other entities rather than constituents 
they are supposed to serve. Look what has become of the Mears Rd. catastrophe and do you not think 
the same thing will happen by opening up more area. Take one moment to reflect on your street you 
reside on and imagine how pleasant your living condition would be with 100 + cars per day driving on 
your street every single day...Or can't any of you give a Rat's rear end about the people you are 
supposed to represent.  Realize that the majority of people that will be blazing through our neighborhoods 
live outside of the area - not even in the district you are supposed to represent. 
 
Please re-evaluate the oath of office you all took and consider the effects your decisions will have on the 
well being of the residence you were elected to represent. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Robert Bennett 
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From: bnntt978@aol.com <bnntt978@aol.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 9, 2020 1:20 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: dianecrew@mac.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Expansion. 
 
Okay, I will try to be polite here and hope you will understand where the folks from Auburn are coming 
from when we are dead set against something as disastrous as the Hidden Falls Expansion. If this project 
goes through the cost in quality of life  to every resident within 10 miles will be deeply affected. It is not 
that we wouldn't love to have this beautiful recreation area available to the public, it is the recklessness 
and irresponsibility to which the proposed plan is designed. The scale of this proposal is one that should 
be placed in vast open spaces - which are available, not down everyone's back yard and through 
residential areas destroying our serenity we chose to  live in AUBURN for.  
 
Now let's get to the real threat!!! Blood will be on the Board of supervisors hands, Park's & Rec's and the 
Placer Land Trust's hands should a disaster like a wild fire break out in the area, and the trash that is 
attracted to such proposed attractions (HFE) including Rif Raff, crime and environmental destruction. 
 
In my mind, Government is supposed to be for the People by the People, not Government for themselves, 
help me understand where our elected representatives are Serving other entities rather than constituents 
they are supposed to serve. Look what has become of the Mears Rd. catastrophe and do you not think 
the same thing will happen by opening up more area. Take one moment to reflect on your street you 
reside on and imagine how pleasant your living condition would be with 100 + cars per day driving on 
your street every single day...Or can't any of you give a Rat's rear end about the people you are 
supposed to represent.  Realize that the majority of people that will be blazing through our neighborhoods 
live outside of the area - not even in the district you are supposed to represent. 
 
Please re-evaluate the oath of office you all took and consider the effects your decisions will have on the 
well being of the residence you were elected to represent. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Robert Bennett 
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From: Robert Haufler <rjhauf@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 9:09 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls trail expansion 
 
Dear Placer County Board of Supervisors, 
 
I support the Hidden Falls Trail Expansion Project because cycling was a way for me to bond 
with my father growing up and I hope to share the same experiences with my son on the 
new expanded trails. 
 
I live in Sacramento, but we would make the trip regularly to stay the day or 
weekend to travel in town and have a nice local holiday while exploring the trails. I 
am really excited about this opportunity and hope it happens. 
 

Please let me know if you need any help as I am also willing to volunteer to help 
out in any way possible. 
 
 
Best wishes,  
Robert Haufler 
 
Sacramento, Ca 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Robert Mantz <bobmantz@me.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 8:16 AM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Jane Wurst <jawurst@yahoo.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls ‐ Draft SEIR Comments 
 
Please see attached letter with comments on the Hidden Falls Draft SEIR. 
 
‐ Bob Mantz 
6715 Niblick Ct. 
Auburn, CA 95602 
 
530.269.1802 
 

Date: May 18, 2020 
 
To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors,  
Planning Commission, and Parks Division 
 
From: Bob Mantz, 6715 Niblick Ct., Auburn 
 
Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park (HFRP) Trails Expansion Draft SEIR 
 
 
As a resident of North Auburn, I am writing to you to express my concerns about the 
above referenced document. This Draft SEIR, as with the previous HFRP EIR, makes 
weak assumptions and does not take into consideration the full impact that this project 
will have upon the residents, roads, and fire danger of the nearby community.  
 

1. What was the urgency to hold the Planning Commission “public hearing” (via 
remote video) on May 14th when the release of the Draft SEIR was delayed 
several times over the past two years?  The expansion of a regional park is not 
“essential business” as it pertains to our immediate health during a global 
pandemic.  The audio technology employed for this “remote call-in-only” was so 
poor that much of the audio resulted in “undiscernible” closed captioning and 
court reporting text capture.  Furthermore, the Planning Commission is 
questioning why they will not be reviewing and approving the modified 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP).    It is obvious Placer County Parks Planning staff 
is charging ahead, checking the boxes and ignoring the risks of this Project. 

2. In my neighborhood, our residents are opposed to Placer County planning to use 
under-improved private roads and driveways through the Auburn Valley 
community to access the Harvego Bear River Preserve.  Placer County Park 
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Planning staff have incorrectly claimed they have unrestricted easement rights to 
these private roads.  There will be many legal challenges ahead for the County if 
they continue to claim the County has easement rights to these roads. 

3. We believe the hundreds of miles of existing trails in Placer County and El 
Dorado County are sufficient for recreation and there is not a need for expansion 
to Harvego Bear River Preserve. 

4. Expansion of Hidden Falls significantly increases the risk of wildfires caused by 
careless hikers, bikers and equestrians. The insurance industry actuaries & 
underwriters have calculated the risk of a wildfire1 and have either canceled 
homeowners insurance policies or raised rates over 400%! … directly related to 
the wildfire risk that Hidden Falls creates.  Placing “NO SMOKING” signs at the 
entrance to the park will not mitigate the wildfire risk associated with careless 
hikers, bikers and equestrians.   Placer County has not “mitigated” the risk of a 
wildfire! … the risk of a wildfire is not “less than significant” … the fire risk is 
critically “more than significant” when you calculate the probability of large 
numbers of potentially careless people in a remote setting, unsupervised.  When 
our homeowners insurance rates go down, I will start to believe that the risk of a 
wildfire is “less than significant”. 

5. In the event of a wildfire that originates in the Harvego Bear River Preserve, the 
access roads are grossly insufficient to permit incoming fire equipment and 
evacuating residents, hikers, bikers and equestrian (with large horse trailers).  
The Draft SEIR has negligently miscalculated the ability of ingress and egress 
during the conditions related to a wildfire emanating from the Regional Park. 

6. We are willing to share the Harvego Bear River Preserve with the residents of 
Placer County and other surrounding counties. For the last ten years there have 
been docent led hikes on land that Placer Land Trust has been preserving. 
These docent led activities happen periodically and are small groups of about 25 
people. We believe these docent led activities are the only way to preserve the 
balance of nature, agriculture and recreation ... and keep our families, homes, 
property, roads, and community safe and secure.  Expanding Hidden Falls 
Regional Park to the Harvego Bear River Preserve, with large numbers of 
unsupervised public, accessing the park 365 days a year, significantly increases 
the probability that a wildfire will occur. 

7. Should the expansion of the Hidden Falls Regional Park to the Harvego Bear 
River Preserve Project be approved, we will use all legal recourse to hold Placer 
County supervisors and planning staff personally accountable for loss of life and 
property should a wildfire occur in the Hidden Falls Regional Park and the 
Harvego Bear River Preserve, regardless of whatever indemnity the County may 
provide to government officials. 
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Based upon the poor assumptions the Draft SEIR has made to mitigate the 
environmental impact and wildfire risks to our communities, I request that you reject this 
project … but continue to support Placer Land Trust’s conservation efforts and docent 
led hikes of small groups to the Harvego Bear River Preserve.   
 
Please include my letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 
 
Thank you, 
Bob Mantz 

1 The insurance actuaries and underwriters have calculate the wildfire risks 
associated with Hidden Falls to be three standard deviations above the mean.  
Translated, this means there is a 99.7% chance of a wildfire as a result of Hidden 
Falls.  The picture below is an example of how actuaries and underwriters 
calculate wildfire risk.  For more information about wildfire risks, see 
https://wildfire-defense.com/wds_risk.html 
 

 

 

746



From: Sabrina Nash <sabrina.nash@ymail.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 2:13 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR 
 
Date: May 18, 2020 
 
To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors,  
Planning Commission, and Parks Division 
 
From: Sabrina & David Nash 
6770 Estates Court, Auburn CA 95602 
 
Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR 
 
 
As new residents of North Auburn/Auburn Valley, I am writing to you today to refute the above referenced document. This DSEIR, as with the 
previous HFRP EIR, makes weak assumptions and does not take into consideration the full impact that this project will have upon the 
residents, roads, environment, habitat, agriculture, security, and fire danger of the nearby community. Specific issues raised are:  
 
Wildfire and Wildlife: 

 We purchased our home during fire season in 2019 and paid very expensive homeowners premiums. This project will increase 
our fire hazard rating and result in rising costs of premiums and narrow our insurance carrier options if we are cancelled.  

 We are one of a handful of homes that are at the very end of the roadway in Auburn Valley. When a wildfire occurs, we have only 
ONE WAY OUT. Even one more car will delay our escape. With a proposed 570+ more cars using the access to Hidden 
Falls/Harvego Parking Lot, this impact feels like a death sentence.  

 Included in the disclosures upon the sale of our home was an entry specifying that our home is located in an area with protected 
species, habitats as outlined in the Placer County Conservation Plan/NCCP / HCP Phase I. The DSEIR does not address the 
potential effects of any protected species or habitats. 

 
Transportation and Circulation: 

 The three roads that we use to access our home are all narrow, winding and have blind turns. It took us several months of daily 
driving to navigate them with any amount of confidence. The general public will only access these roads occasionally and will 
bring inevitable collisions due to unfamiliarity.  

 The roads are maintained by our HOA dues and we do not feel that we should be paying for the public’s use.  
 
Noise, Privacy and Security: 

 One of the proposed access points to the expansion project is literally in our backyard. The traffic to the golf course and to 
Harvego cattle ranch is already heavy and noisy (especially on the weekends). The introduction of hundreds of more 
cars/trucks/trailers is unthinkable - not only can we hear them - we can SEE them as the backyard is not fenced. 

 We experience trespassers on a daily basis as they fish our private pond. This would introduce many more calls to the sheriffs 
office for remediation 

 When an incident occurs due to the public being on and around our property, what kind of public protection and security will there 
be for the residents of Auburn Valley? 

 When the public litters on our private roads and yards, who will be held responsible and pay for the clean up? 
 
Based upon the information in the DSEIR, the assumptions it has made, and the negative impacts to the very communities who were not 
included in any of the 15-year planning, I request that you reject this project. 
 
Please include my letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 
 
Thank you, 
Sabrina & David Nash 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Sandy Slaton <sandyslaton530@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, September 6, 2020 2:09 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 
 
We are so disappointed that the Hidden Falls Project is still an issue when it is clear that the project 
expansion is a definite wildfire risk to all.  There was never an intent for the local road access area to 
support the number of vehicles and guests anticipated.  The roads are narrow and dangerous and never 
were intended for heavy traffic including horse trailers. The local residents are appalled at how our rural 
lifestyles are put in jeopardy.  Please do not continue this project. 
 
Sandy and Frank Slaton 
6409 Caddie Ct. 
Auburn, CA  95602 
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From: Sheryl Wilson <sherylwilson61@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 6:48 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 
 
I am opposed to Placer County proceeding with the Hidden Falls plans at this time.   
 
Sheryl Wilson  
 

749



750



751



752



753



From: Steve Brown <lineman@zetabroadband.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 17, 2020 7:39 AM 
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board 
of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: 'Jane Wurst' <jawurst@yahoo.com>; thebrownsxv@gmail.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public Comment Re: Hidden Falls expansion 
 

To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of Supervisors,  
Planning Commission, and Parks Division 
 
From: Steve Brown  
5045 Garden Bar Rd. Lincoln, CA 95648 
             
 
Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR 
 
 
As a longtime resident of Lincoln and member of Protect Rural Placer, I am writing to you today to refute 
the above referenced document. This DSEIR, as with the previous HFRP EIR, makes weak assumptions 
and does not take into consideration the full impact that this project will have upon the residents, roads, 
and fire danger of the nearby community. As a longtime resident of Garden Bar Rd., I can tell you that the 
DSEIR is deficient in traffic assumptions pertaining to Garden Bar Rd. Specifically, the County and Parks 
Division has sited allowing “classroom size” groups with the current road conditions (with minimal 
additional signage). When pressed to define “classroom size”, we were told groups of 250 people. 
Allowing groups of any size under current road conditions would be nothing short of negligent, putting the 
lives of residents and park attendees at great risk for the following reasons: 
 

 Under the current condition, Garden Bar Rd has many blind corners and is extremely narrow at 
many points (as identified in each of EIR’s). Even now, residents passing in opposite directions 
must often stop and pull off the road in precarious locations in order to allow room for the vehicles 
to pass. To assume that allowing additional traffic with installation of minimal signage would 
mitigate this existing danger is absurd.  

 
 The proposed section of Garden Bar Rd. is a radial dead end roadway extending north from Mt. 

Pleasant Rd. and dead ending nearly 6 miles north near the Bear River. In the event of a fire 
anywhere north of Mt. Pleasant Rd., Garden Bar Rd. south would be the only viable evacuation 
route. Even with the current road condition and number of residents, it would likely prove 
impossible to evacuate residents safely should a fire occur. Introducing park goers to this existing 
insufficient condition would be negligent, putting all at risk.  

 
 
 
Based upon the information in the DSEIR, the assumptions it has made, and the negative impacts to the 
very communities who were not included in any of the 15-year planning, I request that you reject this 
project. 
 
Please include my letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Steve Brown 
Garden Bar Rd. Lincoln 
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From: Steven Dodd <steve530@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, June 13, 2020 7:21 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Trail Expansion Project 
 
Dear Placer County Board of Supervisors, 
 
I support the Hidden Falls Trail Expansion Project.  Cycling has been taking off lately with the exercise 
exemption from stay at home orders and the prevalence of electronic bicycles.  This is clogging the usual 
trails in the area with the large influx of new riders.  New trails would be greatly appreciated to spread 
out the crowds.  I grew up in Auburn but I live in Sacramento now.  I shop at the bike shops, gas stations, 
and restaurants in Auburn after riding and I'm sure others do too.  This helps the local economy in a 
time when it is needed most. 
 
Signed, 
 
Steve Dodd 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Susan Lane <lane.susan@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 4:47 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 
 
May 20,2020 
Cornelius and Susan Lane 11380 Lone Star Rd Auburn CA 95602 Sent from my iPhone We are opposed to 
Hidden Falls Expansion. We moved to Auburn 44 years ago and have lived on Lone Star Rd. 37 years. 
Amount of traffic has greatly increased and we can see more danger from more traffic with Hidden Falls. 
Turning in and out of our driveway is dangerous both directions. Highway 49 is like a freeway and we 
have waited 10‐20 minutes to turn out safely. 
We were denied insurance after being with the same company for 40years. After 3 months without 
insurance they reinstated it on a temporary basis. This area is known to be a high fire danger , especially 
after Paradise , they are reluctant to insure. Hidden Falls decision will have a negative impact on 
renewing our insurance. 
Insurance companies have referenced this as a high fire area. And after Paradise they are more reluctant 
to insure in this area. 
We listened to the Public Hearing and it appears there is a lot more questions to be answered. We 
appreciate your work so far and hope there will be another opportunity to make our concerns known 
and hear your answers in person. 
Please include my letter as part of the public comment in the permanent record.  
Thank you, Susan Lane 
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From: Susan Pipkin <suemagoo32@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 12:26 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County 
Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR

Please refer to my attached letter of concern and confirm receipt of this letter.

Susan Pipkin

"Every day we live, there's a chance to give; every time we speak, there's a chance for peace".
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May 20, 2020 
 
To: Community Development Resource Agency, Placer County Board of  Supervisors,  
Planning Commission, and Parks Division 
 
From: Byron Pipkin and Susan Pipkin 
          9855 Spyglass Circle, Auburn, CA 95602 
 
Regarding: Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion DSEIR 
 
 
As longtime residents of  North Auburn/Lincoln and members of  Protect Rural Placer, I am writing to you 
today to refute the above referenced document. This DSEIR, as with the previous HFRP EIR, makes 
weak assumptions and does not take into consideration the full impact that this project will have upon the 
residents, roads, environment, habitat, agriculture, and f ire danger of  the nearby community. Specif ic 
issues raised are:  
 
 
WILDFIRE 
SECTION 16.0 WILDFIRE 

16.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 

• There is no discussion about human behavior with regards to f ire safety. The SDEIR makes no 
correlation between number of  visitors and potential for f ire ignitions caused by humans. Fails to 
adequately discuss the percentage of  wildland f ires caused by human beings or human technology.  

• CAL FIRE has repeatedly stated that up to 95% of  wildf ires are caused by human beings. There is no 
discussion about this statement within the SDEIR. CAL FIRE/Placer County Fire Division Chief  
Hudson, at a North Auburn/Ophir Fire Safe Council meeting, has verbally stated “The human element 
cannot be assessed in determination of  potential f ire starts.”  Is this a denial  of  the correlation 
between human use of  an area and f ire starts? 

• Reopening of  Station 184 (Lone Star) is mentioned but there is no discussion regarding massive 
costs involved for opening, staffing, equipping and maintaining the station. Why is the cost no t 
addressed in the SDEIR? 

16.2.3 WILDFIRE CLASSIFICATION AND BEHAVIOR 

• The SDEIR contains no discussion regarding a f ire danger rating system and how a f ire danger rating 
will af fect dispatch of equipment for initial attack. 

• The SDEIR fails to identify and disclose that the HFRP Expansion area has been classif ied by CAL 
FIRE as a WILDLAND URBAN INTERFACE, an area with the greatest potential for loss of  lives and 
structures. 

• The SDEIR contains no discussion regarding what constitutes red f lag conditions. 
• The SDEIR contains no discussion regarding Park administrative action, such as closing the Park to 

visitors, during red f lag conditions. 
• The SDEIR contains very limited discussion regarding potential rate of  spread as inf luenced by 

topography, fuels and weather. Rate of  spread is concerning as it related to evacuation and the 
welfare or safety of  the community. 

16.2.4 FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES 

• The SDEIR contains no discussion or correlation between f ire hazard severity levels in the expansion 
area as those severity levels relate to the manner of  interpretation witnessed by PG&E actions and 
actions of  insurance companies.  
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• PG&E and f ire insurance companies regard the area as laden with great risk.  PG&E addresses this 
with planned power outages during red f lag conditions. Insurance companies address this with more 
and more homeowner policy cancellations.  

16.4.2 EMERGENCY RESPONSE/EMERGENCY EVACUATION 

• An estimated 6,000 residences in proximity to HFRP and the Trails Expansion area could be af fected 
by f ire under red f lag conditions. During the 49 Fire (August 2009) Bell Road was impassable.  

• No evidence or data is provided in the SDEIR giving any information about the number of  driveways 
and side roads along Bell, Cramer and Lone Star and the possible total number of  vehicles that could 
be merging to evacuate all at one time.  

• Ef fective evacuation and emergency vehicle response via Cramer, Bell and Lone Star Roads would 
be a signif icant problem as area residents and Park visitor vehicles and horse trai ler rigs attempt to 
exit Twilight Ride or the Harvego parking lots.  Evacuation f rom area wineries and the Auburn Valley 
golf  course would further add to the confusion. 

• As seen at the 240 sq. mi. wind-driven 2018 Camp Fire in Paradise, California, when few escape 
routes exist, there can be chaos, and even loss of  life.  

16.6 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The SDEIR states, “the potential exists for the project to expose people to an uncontrolled wildf ire and to 
exacerbate risk of  wildf ire during construction, maintenance, and public use of  trail system. 

The SDEIR fails to provide evidence that the mitigation measures will diminish that increased risk.  

• The purchase of  a Lightweight Rescue Vehicle (LRV) is noted; cost information for the vehicle and 
staf f  is missing and no evidence exists that the LRV can or will reduce incidence of  wildf ires. What is 
the actual projected cost of the LRV and annual cost of  the staf fing that would operate it? 

• Missing f rom the SDEIR is how visitors will be policed for illegal camping, campf ires, BBQs, smoking, 
running dogs of f leash, harassing livestock, and myriad similar problems when California Land 
Management “Rangers” will be the relied upon enforcement group.  

• Are multiple “Rangers” on site every day? 
• What will be the annual cost of  the additional “Rangers”? 
• Fuel mitigation, as stated, does not reduce the chance for ignition of  f ires.  
• The SDEIR unjustly appears to speculate that future incidence of  wildland f ire will correlate with the 

past 55 years of  f ire history in the area. There is no correlation because the trail expansion area was 
privately held land f ree of  visitor impact during most of  those years.  

OTHER: SIGNIFICANT ITEMS/ISSUES THAT THE SDEIR FAILS TO ADDRESS 

• Fire history within the local region, in similar fuel types and with similar topographic features, is not 
addressed by AECOM in the SDEIR. Three signif icant f ires that exemplify potential are noted:  
1. August 30, 2009: The 49 Fire of  southwest winds pushed the f ire northeast and consumed 340 

acres, 60 homes, 3 businesses, and more. 
2. September 1, 2008: The Gladding Fire was driven by wind burning southeast f rom its point of  

origin and consumed 960 acres, 4 residences and many more structures.  
3. 1992: The Fawn Hill Fire another wind-driven f ire that burned 250 acres and 11 homes. 

• More than 900 miles of  trails already exist in Placer County. Funding to maintain these existing trails 
is in the present problematic. 

• With expansion of  the HFRP, Placer County creates untold liability by introducing many hundreds, if  
not thousands, of  Park users into a f ire-prone area, an area already impacted by f ire insurance 
cancellations and insurance rate increases that are largely attuned to calculated risk.  
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• The impacted “People” noted in the Placer County Community Wildf ire Protection Plan (PCCWPP) 
are the residents of  a rural community living within the conf ines of  the expansion project or on its 
borders. The Parks Division has identif ied 6,000 families that are within, adjacent to, or surrounding 
the Expansion area.  

FAILS TO ADDRESS 

• Fire history within the local region, in similar fuel types and with similar topographic features, is not 
addressed by AECOM in the SDEIR. Three signif icant f ires that exemplify potential are noted:  
1. August 30, 2009: The 49 Fire of  southwest winds pushed the f ire northeast and consumed 340 

acres, 60 homes, 3 businesses, and more. 
2. September 1, 2008: The Gladding Fire was driven by wind burning southeast f rom its point of  

origin and consumed 960 acres, 4 residences and many more structures.  
3. 1992: The Fawn Hill Fire another wind-driven f ire that burned 250 acres and 11 homes. 

• More than 900 miles of  trails already exist in Placer County. Funding to maintain these existing trails 
is in the present problematic. 

• With expansion of  the HFRP, Placer County creates untold liability by introducing many hundreds, if  
not thousands, of  Park users into a f ire-prone area, an area already impacted by f ire insurance 
cancellations and insurance rate increases that are largely attuned to calculated risk.  

• The impacted “People” noted in the Placer County Community Wildf ire Protection Plan (PCCWPP) 
are the residents of  a rural community living within the conf ines of  the expansion project or on its 
borders. The Parks Division has identif ied 6,000 families that are within, adjacent to, or surrounding 
the Expansion area.  

•  
 
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
SECTION 8: TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Def inition of  Rural:  Pertaining to country as distinguished f rom the city or town; rustic. 2. Pertaining to 
farm or agriculture. 

The Hidden Falls Expansion, which is 100% recreational, does not meet any of  the criterium def ining 
rural.   

• The access roads leading to the proposed expansion parking lots (Garden Bar, Lone Star, 
Cramer and Bell) are narrow and riddled with blind curves, undulating hills, and limited visibility.   

• We have conducted our own survey of  Bell, Cramer and Lone Star, and found 73 driveways and 
of f  shoot roads that have dangerous entrances and exits. We were careful to only include those 
(out of  hundreds) that had one of  the above access dangers. 

• Many curves along these roads have signs suggesting 15 MPH because the visibility is less than 
a car length approaching the entrance f rom both directions.  

• The SDEIR fails to identify and evaluate how increasing vehicle traf f ic on these rural roads will 
substantially increase the danger on these roads. 

Cramer Road: 

• The SDEIR makes reference that Cramer Road has had 3 “reported” incidences (collisions) which 
puts it above the state average, but fails to indicate that Cramer Road does not have a center line 
or that traf f ic safety on this road would be signif icant. This road does not meet minimum safety 
standards. If  a road does not meet this standard, who is liable in the case of  an accident? 
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Lone Star Road: 

• Lone Star Road has a high-volume of  traf f ic due to Auburn Valley residents, AV Country Club, 
and other residential developments. 

• Signif icant blind curve Southbound SR49 at Lone Star Road.  

• Lef t turn lane f rom Northbound SR49 onto Lone Star Road is hazardous because of  current high 
traf f ic volume.  If  the lef t turn lane was fully occupied with cars turning lef t onto Lone Star, the 
resulting backup of  cars would impose a grave danger to other motorists on Northbound SR49.  

Bell Road: 

• The SDEIR fails to identify that Bell Road, West of  Highway 49, will be heavily impacted due to 
the approval of  high density and high traf f ic generating residential, government and commercial 
projects.  

• Due to the volume of  traf f ic, poor visibility, grade of  road, excessive speed of motorists, and for 
the safety of  residents and visitors to the area, a lef t-hand turn lane into Twilight Ride entrance is 
absolutely essential with Phase 1 of  the parking lot.  

Garden Bar Road: 

• The SDEIR provides for public access, with only minimal road impro vements: added signage for 
Phase 1A and pullouts for Phase 1B. This demonstrates a lack of  regard for the safety of  the 
residents.  

Mears Drive: 

• Excessive traf f ic and speeding, with no California Highway Patrol presence.  

 

Volume of  Traf f ic: 

• The SDEIR states that the Twilight Ride Parking Lot on Bell Road will generate 600 vehicle trips 
on a single weekend day. The Harvego Parking Lot which is accessed through Auburn Valley 
Country Club will generate 573 vehicles. That is 1,173 vehicles in a single weekend d ay on Bell, 
Cramer and Lone Star Roads.  The impact will be devastating.  

• The SDEIR fails to identify all the other sources of  traf f ic to these roads: Wineries, AVCC Golf  
Course, Event Center and Restaurant, Agri-Tourism events, North Auburn Art Studio Tours. 

• The SDEIR fails to identify that traf f ic safety issues will be compounded by truck and trailer rigs 
and cyclists. None of  these roads have adequate shoulder or bike lanes.  

• Based on the Park’s Department information two-thirds of  the visitors to the current Hidden Falls 
Regional Park are not f rom Placer County. This has caused the Mears Road and Mt. Vernon 
residents to be subjected to vandalism, littering, and increased traf f ic.  

• What will happen with overf low when the parking lots are full? We only have to look at the Mears 
Road entrance to see what problems they have had and continue to endure.  

• The County’s solution and mitigation is signage. Will we have to endure “No Parking” signs all 
along our rural roads and driveways? And what good will they do? 

• The SDEIR does not adequately address evacuation in the case of  a wildf ire. It does not identify 
and quantify the number of  residents egressing and the implications of  narrow, winding rural 
roads being congested and overwhelmed.  
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Highway 49: 

• The SDEIR fails to disclose the traf f ic collisions and fatalities on SR 49 f rom Lone Star to Bell 
Road over the past 10 years.  There have been 4 fatalities on this stretch of  SR 49 over the last 6 
months. The SDEIR fails to identify SR 49 as an extremely dangerous stretch of  highway and a 
signif icant impact. 

• The SDEIR states that, “the project’s traf f ic contribution to the SR 49 /Lone Star and SR/49 
intersections is considered to be substantial, but fails to conclude and disclose that this would be 
a significant impact.”  

• The SDEIR and the County can’t count on any safety improvements (proposed roundabouts and 
center divider) to this section of  SR 49 by Caltrans, because the improvements will require 
extensive studies, analysis, public input, funding and construction, which could be years out.  

 

In closing: 

The County has been planning the Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion since 2005, and has not 
collaborated with the residents in the af fected communities of  rural North Auburn and Lincoln.  

Based upon the information in the DSEIR, the assumptions it has made, and the negative impacts to the 
very communities who were not included in any of  the 15-year planning, I request that you reject this 
project. 

 
Please include my letter as part of  the public comment permanent record. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Byron Pipkin 
Susan Pipkin 
Protect Rural Placer 
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From: Bonnie Anderson <bonbons68@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 8:35 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert 
<SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Joshua Huntsinger <JHuntsin@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Regional Park Access and Expansion Project

Placer County Board of Supervisors, 

Please consider the attached the Tahoe Cattlemen’s Association letter.  The TCA wishes to voice its 
strong opposition to the Hidden Fall Regional Park Access and Expansion Project. The Tahoe 
Cattlemen’s Association represents livestock operators in Placer and Nevada counties and is the local 
affiliate of the California Cattlemen’s Association which is the state’s primary representative of cattle 
grazers. 

Sincerely,

Bonnie Anderson
Tahoe Cattlemen’s Association President
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T A H O E  C A T T L E M E N ’ S  A S S O C I A T I O N  

 R E P R E S E N T I N G  T H E  S T O C K G R O W E R S  O F  P L A C E R  A N D  N E V A D A  C O U N T I E S  
 

Post Office Box 1044 
Lincoln, CA 95648 

 
May 12, 2020 

 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 
 

Re:  Hidden Falls Regional Park Access and Expansion Project 
 
 The Tahoe Cattlemen’s Association by this letter wishes to voice its strong opposition to the 
Hidden Fall Regional Park Access and Expansion Project. The Tahoe Cattlemen’s Association 
represents livestock operators in Placer and Nevada counties and is the local affiliate of the 
California Cattlemen’s Association which is the state’s primary representative of cattle grazers.   
 Safety is an everyday concern in the ranching world.  Large animals, large equipment, steep 
hillsides, mud, fire and remoteness make for an environment where danger is always present. The 
proposed project could greatly increase those risks. Dogs and bicycles around cattle can be 
problematic, but more pressing concerns relate to mobility, fire and crime.  The proposal to expand 
the Hidden Falls Regional Park appears to call for new access and parking lots off of Bell Road and 
Garden Bar / Big Hill, and in North Auburn on Curtola Ranch Road which is through Auburn Valley 
Country Club.  The plan calls for a vastly expanded trail system with some sort of management with 
the Placer Land Trust.  It will open up the Harvego Bear River Preserves currently leased to Bruin 
Ranch to hundreds of hikers, cyclists and equestrians every day.  
 Our rural Placer County Roads are all too often chip seal on top of red clay and little more 
than one lane wide.  

 Opening the Hidden Falls access off of Mt. Vernon created a nightmare.  Mt. Vernon is the 
primary route between Auburn and the area north of Lincoln. Parking on the sides of the road 
was addressed by no parking signs, but the load of traffic on that narrow and steep road is 
unabated and makes pulling a stock trailer on that road very difficult and dangerous.  

 Bell Road is narrow with sharp turns and can be hectic when operating a truck and trailer 
now. Addition of a major parking lots / access facilities welcoming hikers, bikers and 
amateur equestrians pulling horse trailers is going to be another traffic nightmare. 

 Garden Bar / Big Hill and Curtola Ranch roads are not designed for high traffic, or ANY real 
traffic.  

 Gathering cattle off of the Garden Bar area has historically necessitated sending a car ahead 
of cattle trucks to intercept oncoming vehicles and get them off the road somehow so the 
trucks can pass.  

 The county has historically considered vineyard tasting rooms / entertainment venues as 
problematic because many of our country roads cannot accommodate two way traffic. The 
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roads impacted by the proposed project cannot. 
Roads have an enhanced importance in fire country.  Placer and Nevada counties are fire 

country.  Ranchers, who have historically managed the Hidden Falls area, have a vested interest in 
fire prevention and are themselves a major source of fuel reduction through grazing.  Turning over 
management to Placer Land Trust or the county itself removes decision making from people whose 
focus is on preserving the feed and avoiding fire risks.  In 2008 the Gladding Fire which started on 
the PLT’s Doty Ravine preserve ran over five miles and burned out half a dozen ranch families.   

 The area of the Gladding Fire, from Gladding at Merritt to Fowler at Virginiatown, has some 
of the best roads and fire equipment access in the county.  

 If a fire started on the expanded Hidden Falls preserve use areas off of Garden Bar we would 
have another Paradise situation where fire fighters would be unable to respond because they 
would need to allow the one lane road to be used for escape from the area.   

 Humans cause most fires. Adding thousands of people into the tinderbox foothill areas with 
no commensurate increase in fire preparedness is likely to be disastrous.   
And, there is the inherent problem of a non-resident (transient) populous coming into a rural, 

sparsely populated area.  As with the American River Parkway, crime invariably increases. Placer 
County citizens in the areas around the expanded Hidden Falls will be impacted with more traffic, 
unwelcome strangers having access to their isolated homes, and vastly increased risk of catastrophic 
fire with no adequate escape routes.  And the ranchers of the area, even those not close to the project 
areas, will be confronted with a load of trucks, cars and bicycles that will make movement through 
the area very difficult.   

In concluding, we would like to emphasize the liability issues faced by the ranching families 
in the area.  Mother cows are very protective of their young; guard dogs are very protective of the 
animals they protect, and people unfamiliar with livestock occasionally think it is fun to confront 
livestock. If a biker, hiker, or jogger is injured by a mother cow protecting its young, or a guard dog 
doing its job, are the area’s ranchers going to be sued for damages because of the county’s proposed 
action.  

 We encourage the Board to reject the proposed project and preserve rural Placer County.  
  
 

Very truly yours, 
 
Bonnie L. Anderson 

 
Bonnie Anderson, President 
Tahoe Cattlemen’s Association 
 
 
 

cc :  
Supervisors and district directors by email 
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Brian Estes, Cal Fire 
Josh Huntsinger, Agricultural Commissioner 
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From: Teresa Muscarella <trmdesigns@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 17, 2020 1:26 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Fall expansion

Attached is  my response letter to the DSEIR report for the Hidden Falls expansion report. Please 
include my letter as part of the public comment permanent record. 

Thank you,
Teresa and Mike Muscarella
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From: Tom Miele <tommymiele@yahoo.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 11:58 AM 

To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services <CDRAECS@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board 

of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] COMMENTS: HIDDEN FALLS REGIONAL PARK EXPANSION DRAFT SEIR 

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

 

Please include the following comments in the final SEIR for the Hidden Falls Regional 
Park Expansion. 

 
As president of the Sisson Lane Road Maintenance Association, I represent the 15 
residents living along Sisson Lane, Auburn. 

 

Sisson Lane is a private road off of Lone Star Road, approximately ½ mile from 
Highway 49. Sisson Lane extends from Lone Star Road almost to the Bear River and 
runs parallel to the Bruin Ranch, now called the Harvego Preserve and possibly the 
future home of the Hidden Falls Regional Park. The draft SEIR for the HFRP Expansion 
makes no mention of the impact on the residents of Sisson Lane. The residents of 
Sisson Lane are concerned that if the park is opened people will use Sisson Lane as an 
alternative or “backdoor” to the park, since there is really nothing preventing them from 
doing so. The residents of Sisson Lane want to know how the county is going to prevent 
people from trespassing and entering the park illegally by simply turning right off of Lone 
Star Road and driving down Sisson Lane, parking, and climbing over or going under the 
fence. This will also create confrontations between residents and trespassing park 
enthusiasts. We would like the final SEIR to address trespassing on Sisson Lane and 
how it will be mitigated? The residents of Sisson Lane recommend that the county 
install and maintain an electric gate at the intersection of Lone Star Road and Sisson 
Lane to prevent trespassing and illegal entry into the HFRP.  This is going to be a 
problem that should have been covered in the draft SEIR. Please incude the impact on 
Sisson Lane and its residents in the final SEIR. 
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Sincerely, 

 

Thomas M. Miele 
8320 Sisson Lane, Auburn 
President, Sisson Lane RMA 
(530) 305-2371 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Tim OLeary <toleary69@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 2:49 PM 
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls 
 
Somehow it doesn’t seem that all of the issues have been addressed with SEIR? Traffic studies, 
environmental concerns and the legal access through AuburnValley and Curtola (driveway) I doubt have 
been properly reviewed! If this issue is going to proceed without proper community input there are 
serious problems with this process! 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Vera Weddle <weddlefch_vera@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2020 4:36 PM 
To: Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Kelly McCaughna <KMcCaughna@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board of Supervisors 
<BOS@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hidden Falls Reg. Pk, Trails 
 
It appears our county leaders haven't a clue what the impact will be to all residents of Bell Rd and 
connecting areas, even though locals have been sharing their concerns since this problem came to be. 
 
Prior to 1975, we lived on Mt. Vernon Rd., Hastings Lane to be exact.  Mears Rd. was right up the road, a 
peaceful, quiet area!  We know people who still live there, and they are angry about this whole mess, to 
say the least. 
 
Wild Fires ‐ we already have problems w/Fire insurance availability for our homes, and we are careful to 
protect our property.  When a fire occurs‐ will everyone get out safely on our narrow, twisty, winding 
roads?? 
 
Traffic ‐ some days Bell Rd. is very busy.  You have to be careful leaving your driveway.  With a downhill 
turn on one side of your property and an uphill turn on the other, and there are lots along this road, you 
take your life in your hands.  And some go too fast for conditions.   
 
No shoulders for hikers or bikers to move over.  Hidden Falls access certainly will not improve safety for 
all. 
 
Please include this letter as part of Public record. 
 
Thank you,  from residents of 45 years on Bell Rd. 
 
James & Vera Weddle 
5150 Bell Rd. 
Auburn CA 95602 
 
 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail. Get the app 
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To:  Placer County Planning Commission 

From:  Curt and Jane Wurst, Protect Rural Placer 

Date: September 8, 2020 

Re: Ride-along Tour of the Hidden Falls Expansion area 

 

Hello Sam, Nathan, Richard, Jeff, Anders, Larry and Wayne, 

The NOTICE OF AVAILABITY OF THE HIDDEN FALLS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT came out Friday, 
September 4. It indicated that the project would go before the Planning Commission (no date given). 

Knowing that you will be faced with a critical decision, Protect Rural Placer believes it is vital that you 
have as much information as possible about the Project. The Hidden Falls Expansion Project poses huge 
public safety issues as well as costly fiscal impacts. 

We (Curt and Jane Wurst) would like to take each of you individually on a ride-along tour, so that we can 
show you a few significant areas that will be considerably impacted, and yet aren’t adequately 
addressed in the SEIR or by the Parks Department. They are: 

1. Auburn Valley Road and Curtola Ranch Road, lead to the Harvego Preserve and proposed 
parking lot. These are private roads, maintained by the AVPOA and Auburn Valley Country Club. 
The County, though asked decades ago to assume some responsibility for the roads, chose not 
to. Now they believe they can utilize the roads for public access into a county park and trail 
network, the expanded HFRP. These legal issues have not been resolved. 

2. Country Club Lane is a private road off of Bell Road. Along with the Big Hill Property owners 
there is a road association that maintains the road and the locked security gate up into the Big 
Hill community. The proposed trail system provides access into this gated community which is 
illegal. These legal issues have not been resolved. 

3. Big Hill properties/homes sit in the middle of the proposed 2,700-acre trail expansion. By 
allowing thousands of hikers, cyclists and equestrians up on Big Hill trails it will open up Big Hill 
residents to increased wildfire danger, illegal trespassing, vandalism, theft and altercations. Curt 
has access into this gated community since we run cattle up there. 

4. Orr Creek Lane is a NID road off Bell Road, that connects with the Taylor Preserve and is near 
the proposed Twilight Ride parking lot and trailhead. It will become a site of free and illegal 
entry, which will quickly go viral on social media. We live on Orr Creek Lane and over the past 5+ 
years there are weekly trespassers that drive down Orr Creek Lane to access the Taylor Preserve 
or to swim in the creek (on private property). Multiple trail websites and GPS indicate there are 
already trails on the Taylor Preserve. The 4 residents on Orr Creek Lane will constantly be 
dealing with illegal parking, trespassing, crime and altercations. 

5. Bell Road, Cramer Road, Lone Star Road and Garden Bar Road all have blind hairpin curves. By 
increasing the traffic and adding in horse trailers and cyclists there will be significant traffic 
safety issues.  

6. Evacuation on all these roads, even with current traffic, is an extreme concern for the residents. 

We hope that you will feel as we do, that it is important for you to see first-hand what we are concerned 
about. Please call us at your earliest convenience to set up a time for a ride-along tour. It takes about 90 
minutes. Our home phone: 530 885-3936.  

Thank you for your service to our County and for going the extra mile to be well informed. 

Curt and Jane Wurst 815
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	Attachment D - Resolution.pdf
	WHEREAS, the Project Approvals constitute a “Project” for purposes of CEQA and CEQA Guidelines section 15378 and these determinations of the Placer County Board of Supervisors (“Board”); and
	WHEREAS, a notice of preparation for the Project was issued on January 30, 2017 with a review period from January 31, 2017 through March 1, 2017 and a revised notice of preparation was issued on June 4, 2018, with a review period from June 5, 2018 thr...
	WHEREAS, on February 20, 2020, the County released the Draft SEIR that was prepared for the Project under the direction of the County; and
	WHEREAS, the Draft SEIR was made available for public comment in accordance with CEQA for a 90-day period from February 20, 2020 through May 20, 2020; and
	WHEREAS, the County received written and oral comments on the Draft SEIR, in response to which the County prepared and released a Final SEIR on September 4, 2020; and
	WHEREAS, the County as lead agency under CEQA gave full and legal notice of a public hearing to consider and act upon the Project Approvals and the Final SEIR, which was held on ___________[date]; and

	WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has duly considered the Final SEIR for the Project, which consists of the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR,  the appendices and references thereto, the comments of the public, both oral and written, and all written mater...
	(1)  The Final SEIR (Exhibits A through D) has been prepared in accordance with all requirements of CEQA and the Guidelines.
	(2)  The Final SEIR was presented to and reviewed by the Board.  The Final SEIR was prepared under supervision by the County and reflects the independent judgment of the County.  The Board bases its findings on such review and other substantial evide...
	(3)  The Board hereby certifies the Final SEIR as complete, adequate and in full compliance with CEQA and considers such certification as a basis for considering and acting upon the Project Approvals and exercising its independent judgment.
	(5)   The Board has considered and hereby adopts the “Findings of Fact” as set forth in Exhibit C, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
	(6)  The Board hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) prepared for the Project Approvals and as set forth in Exhibit D and incorporated herein by reference.  All mitigation measures proposed in the Final SEIR shall be ...
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